1913.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE.

2969

SENATE.
Frmay, August 1, 1913.

Prayer by the Chaplain, Reyv. Forrest J. Prettyman, D. D.
The Joureal of yesterday’s proceedings was read and approved.
TIE SHARPLES SEPARATOR CO.

Alr. STONE. Mr. President, I do not wish to correct the
Recorn, but I do desire to correct a mistake of fact which the
sonior Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. Pexrose] unwittingly
fell into on Wednesday, when the Senator from Pennsylvania,
joining in the wailing chorus of jereminds sweeping over the
Senate, among other things called attention to numerous cases
of industrial depression and suspension of industrial enterprises.
Among others was the Sharples Separator Co. I desire fo read
what the Senator sald on that occasion with respect to the
Sharples Separator Co. The Senafor from I'ennsylvania said:

One final case, and T am done—that of the Sharples cream separator
concern, located about 80 miles from Philndeiphia, in the city of West
Chester, The Sharples cream separator 13 an invention of Mr, Sharples,
on which be has bullt up a plant there employing many men and women
and children. His goods, the cream separators, are shipped not only
all over the United States bot all over the world, to China and to the
Orlent. Within a week that concern has completed the absolute trans-
fer of its plant to Hamburg, and no longer is there a vestige of it left
in the State of Pennsylvania.

This morning I clipped from the Philadelphia Inguirer——

Mr, PENROSE. I saw it.

Mr. STONE. A communication from the .Sharples Sepa-
rator Co., by L. P. Sharples, one of its oflicials, and I will ask
the Secretary to read it.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is thiere objection? The Chair
hears none, and the Secretary will read as requested.

The Secretary read as follows:

SHARPLES SEPABATOR TO REMALIN,
To the Editor of the Inguirer:

Owling to the stata of tha weatier everybody in our home office and
maln factory at West Chester woke up this morning wishing we were
anywhere except on the job.

n consequence it was llke kicking a man when he was down to find
that your paper this morning quoted Senator I'ENnosE as having said
on the floor of the Benate that we are bag and baggage in Germany. If
it were not for the necessity of filling orders, the personnel of our
organization would like to be.

Ve would appreciate belng set straight in this regard, as there is no
gquestion but what Benator PEXROSE bas been misinformed.

The following states our position and may be used as your editorial
sense dictates:

The informatlon on which Senator PEXROSE based his assertion in
Congress, Wednesday, was absolutely incorrect. The Sharples Separator
Co, has no intention of transferring any part of its American works to
its Germany factory.

Regardless of the passage of a tariff bill, adverse to their Interests,
the Sharples works, their sales and service organizations will remain
fn full force in the United States. Sharples has been too long on
].?mer!c:m soil that it can move to any other and prepare to call it

ome.
: THE SHARPLES Separator Co.,

Yery truly, yours,
L. P. SHARPLES,

WesT CHESTER, PA., July 31

Mr. STONE. The other corporation referred to by the Sena-
tor has not yet been heard from; we have had no returns. I
simply put in this one now.

Mr. PENROSE. I expected this to be brought up this morn-
ing, Mr. President, and I will have by Monday the full facts
in connection with the Sharples Cream Separator Co. to submit
to the Senate.

Mr. MARTINE of New Jersey. Mr. President, it does seem
cruel that this should be perpetrated on the Senator from Penn-
sylvania at this particular time. But I do want to say, just in
addition to the little I said regarding the Sharples separators,
if the Sharples Co. are not only, according to the Senator's
statement, furnishing separators for milk in the United
States, but are shipping them all over the earth, to China and
the Orient, my God, what more can they want in g tariff bill?
Do they want to supply Mars and all the other planets? It
seems to me they are pretty thoroughly established and work
very nicely under the present régime, and they are perfectly
satisfied.

Mr. PENROSE. As I said. Mr. President, I will have the
precise facts in this case to submit to the Senate on Monday.

Mr. STONE. Mr. President, I desire to say, in response to
what the Senator said, that I think it would be very wise if
all Senafors on the other side would have the precise facts at
hand before they put statements of that kind in the RREcorp.

Mr. PENROSE. I only made a general statement, and if the
Senator from Missouri wants details I shall be ready to furnish
them to him next week, when I get them.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan., My, President, the statement of
the Senator from Missouri is so broad as to include every ref-
erence to cases of this nature. I want to say to the Senator
from Missouri that the day the tariff bill came over here I
made the statement that the Hoe Printing Press Co. were get-
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ting their London office and factory in shape to manufacture
presses there after the passage of this bill. I give as my
authority for the statement the word of the president of the
company, who told me so at his office in New York before I
made the statement.

Mr. CLAPP. Mr. President, would the Senator from Missouri
object to modifying his suggestion so as to apply to all Members
of the Senate, that they shall be certain that they have the
facts before they proceed to state them? His suggestion was
limited to one side. I see no objection, if the Senator sees
nene, to enlarging it to take in the entire Senate.

Mr. OLIVER. T call for the regular order.

'fhe VICE PRESIDENT. Petitions and memorials are in
order.

TARIFF DUTY ON IVORY TUSKS.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. I present three petitions from workmen
in ivery piano key factories, asking that ivory tusks le left upon
the free list. They are from Pratt & Read & Co., 413 men;
Comstock & Cheny & Co., 545 men; and the Piano & Organ Sup-
ply Co., 330 men; the total being 1,297 laborers i+ these fac-
tories. '

I suppose, Mr. President, that ivory tusks, which have always
been upon the free list, have been placed upon the dutiable list
with a duty of 20 per cent on the theory that they are a luxury.
I am informed that of the 375,000 pianos annually manufactured
in the United States, 90 per cent of them go into the homes of
mechanies and people of small means, and that this percentage
is =old on the installment lan with average payments of less
than $5 a menth. TLater on amendments wili be presented to
restore that product to the free list

The VICE PRESIDENT. The petitions will be referred to
the Committee on Finance.

TARIFF DUTIES OX YWOOL.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. While T am on my feet, Mr. President,
I desire to say in connection with the pefition which I presented
the other day that I have received a letter from the Hockanum
Mills Co., of Rockville. Conn., a part of which I will ask the
Secretary to read, and then I will make a few remarks upon it.

There being no objection, the Secretary read as follows:

Trar Hocrasvm Mimuus Co.,
Rockrille, Conn., July 39, 1913.
Hon, Fraxk B. BRANDEGEE,

United Stales Senate, Washington, D. C.

My Dear SExaTOR: I am much pleased to see in the paper this morn-
ing that you have moved to have a date set for the going into effect of
the free wool and the woolen goods duties.

We are now offering for sale Euods for next summer and we fare
greatly embarrassged, because we do not know when we will get Iree
wool nor when the goods duties go into effect.

We should have five or six months between free wool and the new
goods duties, and that has been the custom in all former tariff legisla-
tion, I believe,

Our light-weight goods scason for next summer begins, as 1 said,
now, and deliveries of those goods should end next February or March.

All of the mills of the country, with very few exceptions. are running
on less than 25 per cent prodoction. as stated In Mr. Hill's letter to
you, and If we can not get some positive dates fixed the mills are apt
to be less employed than 25 per cent.

As I said before, we are all very much pleased that you have taken
up this matter in such a positive way, and are in hopes that the powers
that be ean get tofethcr and enact some positive date so that the
woolen mills can efther do a little business or get out of business.

I am yours, sincerely,
F. T. MAXWELL, President.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. In connection with the same matter
1 have a statement from the Trans-Atlantic Import Co., made
by Mr. Harry Rosenbaum, which I will ask the Secretary to read.

There being no objection, the Secretary read as follows: v

Traxs-Arnaxtic Import Co.,
New York, July 30, 1913.
Senator DRANDEGEE,

United States Senate, Washingten, D, C.

Diar Sie: Have read with a great deal of pleasure in to-day's paper
your suggestion of the passage of a joint resolution setting forth when
the new rates on textiles would become effective.

I congratulate you on having grasped the situation and personally
thank you, and yon have the thanks of a great many other people
engaxmir in the textile business to-day.

inclose you herein copy of an interview published on the 19th of
April, more than three months ago, setting forth your views exactly.
If the Scnate to.day were to appoint a committee to visit the cutting-
uP markets of New York, Cleveland, and Chicago and see the state
of the textile induostry, they would be simply amazed at the chaotie
condition in which it exists.

Merchants as a role have anticipated the tariff bill to be passed as
early as July or August, and where the House states explicitly the
bill to be effective immediately upon its passage, and the Senate report
of the Finance Committee making Schedule effective on January 1,
1914, has caused such an uncertainty in the trade that business in
textiles of all descriptions is at an absolute standstill, and business
conditions to-day, one thing reflecting upon another, are in a worse
condition than they have ever been in any panic times we have had
in this country for 20 years.

The credit of the cutter up of merchandise has been Impaired owing
to the uncertainty. The cutter up of merchandise will not accept his
deliveries. The retail merchant and department-store buyer has been
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instruected net to buy, expecting a revision at some time er other, prlu
to the sale seasom or before there w:u.l be ":ﬂ conmmrptlun Manufae-
turers of textiles In this countérg their output.
Importers of textiles have canceled the betlu part ol' their Buropean
contracts, and should the tariff bill take effect in the immediate future,
the consumer will not be benefited In any way whatsoever, because
there will be a scarcity, and the demsnd will come the moment the
consumption starts and it will be a question of mpp!y and

If, as you s t, & joint resolution were p tating the date.
it would allay this panicky feecling, settle the uncu'tnin » beople would
fu to work and make the best of the situation, and would anticipate the
uture.

The countr}; has been reconciled, ever since Wilson's election, that
we were to have a tariff revision. This has been discounted. We
believe it to be Inevﬂ:nhte but I a date were set, yow wiil' pardon my
English, * both the Senate nnd the House can chew the rag indefinitely,
and people would go about their busipness.

Were I sgelfishly inclined, the tariff bill could not take effect too soon,
but considering the best interests of the country as a whole, any date
is better than the uncertainty.

I hope sincerely that you.r suggestion will be presented and ggat it

?e and assure ty.l‘: advance that you would rece
atu tlons of many ds of textile men ughnut the United

Pardon this long discourse, and awaiting your reply, I am,
Bincerely, vours,

H. ROSENBAUM.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. Mr. President, I ask the Secretary to
read an interview published in the Commercial and Finaneial
World of April 19, 1013, on this same question.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? The Chair
hears none, and the Secretary will read as requested.

The Secretary read as follows:

[From: the: Commereial and Financial World of Apr. 19, 1813.7

A matter in regard to which thm ts the greatest critielsm Is the
faet that no date has been set for th effect of the new bill
A few months earlier or later will ma.ke all the difference In the world
to importers and domestic manufacturers, and it Is no more than
right and fair that they should know just what they have to face.

r. Harry Rosenbaum. of the Trans-Atlantic Import Co., of 105
Fifth Avenue, has pointed out this feature of the situation in a very
clear and convinclng fashion. He says:

* Unless uporters and domestic manufacturers are advised promptly
when this bill Is to go Into effect, business will be stagnant until we
receive this vitally lmportant Information. Were I obsessed of aelﬁ;h—
ness I would say sooner the bill became o?eratlve the better for
ourselves. But considering the best Interests of the couniry as a whole,
we favor Jamuary 1 next, which will giw: merchants ampile time to
adjust themselves to the new state of Ensetment without
ptlxentg! of time for preparation would be ruinous to many small mer-
chants."

And it is not only the importers who need to know the date as to
when the bill Is to me law., Manofacturers of domestic goods say
that millions of dollars’ worth of orders raw material of great
'ﬁnx::f stand in danger of belng greatly injured unless definite time is

It 18 prepesed to eall the attention of Con to this omission
through trade associations and other commereial bodles. It is stated
by handlers of domestic and forefgn goods that heavy losses will have
to be taken im the shape of a smaller business and the llguidation of
stocks in the hands of all distributors unless a date Is fixed at once.

Buyers are requesting that no goods be shipped until something
definite Is known regnrdlnﬁ when the new rates are to go Into effect,
and this was one of the primary reasons why factors who cater to the
cntting-up trade began T thamuﬂm Another phase of the
business was that many pumhnseu advised mill ts they would
make commitments for immediate requirements only and that the
were heginning already to adjust themselves to ttw conditions they
anticipated would arise in the near future.

Mr. Rosenbaum sdlso calls attention to the fact that the duty on plle
fabrics In the new tariff will be 50 per cent ad valorem, while the
duty on the same fabrics' made into garments on the other side and
!m rted as finished garments will be omlr 35 per eent, whiclr is not

clent duty to protect the large Ameriean cloak Industry.

Mr. BRANDEGERE. Mr. President, a few days ago, when
I brought this matter to the attention of the Senate, the
Senator from North Carolina [Mr. Simmoxns], the chalrman of
the Finance Committee, was kind enough to say that he would
confer with members of the Ways and Means Committee of the
other House and see if some date could be fixed upon by them,
with a view of notifying the interests concerned as to when
the new tariff duties would go into effect. I noted in one of
the morning newspapers that some suech conferences had been
held, but that they had “beorne noe fruit,” in the langunage of
the newspaper. I now ask the ehairman of the Committee on
Finanee if he is ready to make any statement to the Senate as
to the result of his inferviews or conferences upoen this subject?

Mrp, SIMMONS. Mr. President, what the manufacturers of
wool seem to desire is that before we pass a tariff bill we shall
make provision outside of the bill for the wool industry. I
have stated that I recognized some embarrassment would come
to that industry from the conflict between the provisions of the
House and the Senate bill with reference to the time when this
schedule should go into effeet and was willing to de what I
coulid toward ascertaining whether that differenee could be rea-
sonably adjusted in advance of a meeting of the conference.
1 have conferred with the chairman of the Ways and Means
Committee of the House of Hepresentatives, and T find that he
does not feel authorized, in advance of the conference, to recede
from the position of the other House, and I do not feel aunthor-
ized, in advance of the meeting of the eonference, to recede

from the position taken by the Finance Committee in the
amendment proposed to the Senate. Of course, if (he Senator
from Connecticut desires to introduce any resolution on the sub-

 ject, he is at liberty to do se, and it ean taka its course be-

tween the two Houses. It does not seem fto me, however, Mr.
President, speaking frankly about it, that there is any remedy

. for this situation except the speedy passage of the bill, and I

hope we may have that.

T wish to ask the Senator from Connecticut, Does he prefer the
House provision to the Senate provision with reference to the
time when this schedule gshall go into effect?

Mr. BRANDEGEE. Mr. President, I have no fixed idea of
my own about it, not being familiar with the techniecalities of
the woolen business. I can, however, see the force of the posi-
tion of those who are interested in it.

Mr. SIMMONS. The Senator will understand, if he will par-
don me for a moment, that this postponement of the date was
in the nature of a concession; which we thought was proper
under the cireumstances. Of course, if the coneession brings
about difficulties of more consequence than the advantages, the
committee will be glad to have the views of Senators on the
other side about that.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Connecti-
eut yleld to the Senator from Utah?

Mr. BRANDEGEE. I do.

Mr. SMOOT. T should like to ask the Senator from North
Carolina if he thinks the House conferees will agree to the
Senate amendment as to the time the rates take effect.

AMir. SIMMONS. I am utterly unable to answer the Senator
with respect to that; I am not authorized to say whether they
would or would not. I think probably the chairman of that
committee feels the same delicacy in speaking in advance for
the conferees of the House that I would feel in speaking in ad-
vance for the conferees on the part of the Senate.

Mr. SMOOT. I will frankly say to the Senator that I be-
lieve both the growers and the manufacturers of wool woull
prefer the provision reported by the Committee on Finance of
the Senate to the House provision, but what they do want,
if possible, is to know when the rates are to take effect. The
lightweight season of the woolen-goods business is on; people
have to place their orders—

Mr. SIMMONS. I understand that.

Mr. SMOOT. And it is for that reason that some definite
understanding, if it be possible, should be had. I do not say,
however, that it is possible.

Mr. SIMMONS. Does not the Senator see the dificulties
about that?

Mr. SMOOT. Yes, Mr. President; T do see the difficulties,
and I am not complaining at all. I simply wanted to know if
the Senator had any idea whether the House committee would

' agree to the Senate amendment, because, if they would, I think

that at least an intimation could then be given to the pui-
chasers of woolen goods that that would be the case.

Mr. SIMMONS. I can only say to the Senator that I have
seen and heard of no disposition upon the part of the House to
yield its pesition upon that question.

Mr. LIPPITT. Mr. President, will the Senator from Con-
necticut yield to me?

. Mr. BRANDEGEE. I yield to the Senatoer.

Mr. LIPPITT. The Senater from North Carelina asked the
Senator from Connecticut which of the two provisions, the
Senate or the House prevision, he preferred.

Mr. SIMMONS. I meant, of eourse, which one the woolen in-
dustry preferred. I did not mean te inquire as to the pref-
erence of an individual Senator, but I meant the weolen in-
dustry.

Mr., LIPPITT. I so understood, and I was simply going to
say that, while I am not a woolen manufacturer any more than
is the Senator from Connecticut, I do think there is very little
doubt that the woolen manufacturers, as a rule, and the entire
woolen trade, as a rule, would very mueh prefer the Senate
provigion. I alse wamt to say that I think the situation in
which the infroduection of the Senate amendment has left this
whole question is infinitely worse than though the Senate com-
mittee had taken no action: at all, because I think the trade
could take steps to accommodnte itself as well as might be to
either course if they knew which course was going to be pursued.

Under the present condition two very different courses have
been suggested; and the situation is Feft in the position where
there i no man in the woolen trade who knows whether the
provisions of this bill affeeting wool are to ge into effect at one
date or the other. While I believe the members of the Finance
Committee of the Senate in adopting this amendment did so
with a view to helping the woolen manufacturer, it seems to

| .
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me that it was most unfortunate that in proposing such a
change they did mot first get some idea as to whether or not
their suggestion would meet with favor at the other end of this

building.
Mr. JAMES. Mr. President, I should like to suggest to the

Senntor—— .

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Connecticut
yield to the Senator from Kentucky?

Mr. BRANDEGER. I have yielded to the Senator from Rhode
Island, but if I have a right to yield to more than one Sen-
ator at the same time I yield cheerfully to the Senator from
Kentucky.

Mr. JAMES. I merely want to say to the Senator from
Rhode Island, in connection with his suggestion that the action
of the Senate commiftee in extending the time when this bill
was to take effect would do the woolen industry greater injury
than to have readily agreed fo the House provision, that many
representatives of the woolen industry appeared before our com-
mittee and reguested this amendment. Certainly they knew
that we were merely a coordinate branch of the Government,
and that our action was not a finality as to what would be
the law; that the House had to be considered; but they very
urgently requested the Senate to extend the time as of vital
importance to them.

Mr. LIPPITT. Mr. President, what the Senator says in re-
gard to the woolen manunfacturers kmowing the condition in
regard to the two Houses agreeing is perfectly true. They
ought te have known that; but, as a plain matter of fact, very
few of them thoroughly realize that very feature in the passage
of a bill. They are not technically informed in that respect.
What they came down here to urge—and did urge, I believe,
very strenuously—was that there should be a fixed, definite
date in advance of the final passage of fhis bill upon which

* the duoty on wool should go into effect, and another date, sub-
sequent to that date by three or four months, as the case might
be, upon which it should go into effect upon the manufactures
of wool. They hoped, if such a provision were put into this
bill in the form of an amendment, that it would be with the
idea that it should be the final policy of these who are réspon-
sible for the bill.

If it is simply put in the bill with the strong probability that
when the bill actually becomes a law the policy of the House
of Representatives will prevail, or even with uncertainty as to
which policy is going to prevsil, almost anybody, no matter how

Jlittle technical he is, can readily see the confusion of mind into
which every merchant and manufacturer commected with the
business is put. I think that is perfectly plain.

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President—

Mr. JAMES. Mr. President, if the Senater from North Caro-
lina will permit me, while as an ordinary propesition some of
these small manufaeturers would not be familiar with the
technicalities of legislation, yet 1 do recall that Mr. Whitman,
if I am not very much mistaken, made an argument before our
committee in which he cited the Wilson bill as extending the
time and as a precedent that we ought to follow. Certainly
Mr. Whitman understood, as 1 have no doubt the Senator will
agree, that the Senste committee could only recommend this
action te the Senate, and, of course, that would not be binding
upon the House.

Mr. LIPPITT. I do met want to take teo much of the time
of the Senator from Connecticut, but 1 want to say that we all
know how legislation is accomplished. We all know that people
who are prominent in the councils of a party, as the chairman
of the Finance Committee is prominent and as the chairman of
the Ways and Means Committee of the House is prominent, can |
agree on such a thing as this or can have seme harmony of view |
upon it. All that was necessary to have had this matter defi-
nitely understood, with a strong probability of the final result, |
was that before any change in the policy was suggested in this
body it should be known that in a general way the chairman |
of the Ways and Means Comvmittee sympathized with that view. |
Simply to suggest here a policy opposed to the policy of the
chairman of the Ways and Means Committee adds no beneficial
effect to the sitnation, but, on the contrary, as I am trying to |
explain, increases the confusion manyfold. i

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President, 1 trust the Senator wmder-
stands that in making amendments to this bill the Senate com-
mittee did not consider whether or not the House was going to
‘agree to the amendments and desist from making them because
it did not know what might be the final attitude of the House
with reference to the amendments. YWe, of course, made the.
amendments that have been made upon our judgment.

Mr, LIPPITT. 1 am sure the Senater from North Carolina |
will not deny that it would have relieved this confusion wery !

greatly if the situation I have tried to describe, of a harmony

of opinion between the two branches, had been arrived at before
some different policy had been suggested.

Mr, SIMMONS. Mr. President, of course the situation we
have now was not anticipated; and if it had been anticipated I
suppoese Senators would have felt a delieacy in going over to
the House and inguiring of the House Ways and Means Com-
mittee whether they. would agree to an amendment if we
made it

I have said all I can say about the maiter, and that is fhat
I have seen no disposition on the part of the House committee
to indicate any purpese to recede from its action. It might be
well for us to consider what course we would pursue in that
respect, in view of the fact that Senators state that rather than
have this uncertainty it would be betier to accept the House
propesition. That is a matfer about which I can express no
opinion, but it is one that might be considered.

I want to say, in addition, before I finish, that there iz one
thing that might be done, and only one thing that I ean see
now; and so far as I am concerned 1 will do what I can to
have that course pursued. When the conferees meet, in view
of this sitnation, it can be arranged, 1 think, 1o take up this item
in eonference first, and try to reach some final conclusion about
it; and in that way the final settlement of the matter might be
advanced.

Mr. LIPPITT. I hope sach a course will be pursued.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. Mr. President——

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the S8enator from Connecticut
yield to the Senator from Mississippi?

Mr. BRANDEGEE. If I may.

AMr. WILLIAMS. I want to submit a couple of favorable re-
ports in regard to routine matters from the Committee to Aundit
and Contrel the Coatingent Expenses of the Senate. I am
sure the resolutions will pass without any guestion.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. I have no objection whatever, but I
think it is in violation of the rules of the Senate.

Alr. WILLIAMS. But I ask unanimous consent to o it.

Mr. BRANDEGEER. T shall not raise the guestion.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there any objection? The
Chair hears none.

Mr. WILLIAMS. T ask immediate considaration for the reso-
Jations. T am sure there will be no ebjection. One of them is
to give six months' pay to the widow of a dead employee and
the ofher is to add to the pay of a clerk of one of the com-
mittees.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. Mr. President, personally I have no ob-
Jection whatever to this matter being interpolated at this time.
My on is, however, that the rule provides that a Senator
shall not be interrupted to present a matter of this sort, and
that it shall be the duty of the Chair to enforce the rule without
his attention being called to it. I may be mistaken about that,
but I will yield if I can.

The VICE PRESIDENT. That is the rule.

. Mr. WILLTAMS. 1 am still waiting to get the consent of the
Senator from Connecticut. I had mo idea of presenting the
reports withont his consent.

Alr. BRANDEGEE. If the Senator from Mississippi had
heard me, he would have realized fhat I had given my consent
three times, when once was enough.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Then if the Senator——

Mr. BRANDEGEE. I now give it for the fourth time.

Mr. WILLIAMS. If the Senator has given his consent, then
I ask immediate consideration for the resolutioms. They will
take only a minute. They are matters f routine business,

The VICE PRESIDENT. Will the Senater from Mississippi
tell the Chair how the Chair is to get out of enforeing the rule?

Mr. WILLIAMS. T suppose anybody with intellicence can
do anything by wnanimous consent, Mr. President. I do not
know. A man can do it; two men can do it; three men can do
it; six men can do it; any organization I have ever heard of
can do it. T have asked unamimous consent, and if pmanimous
consent is granted there is nething in the way.

Mr. CLAPP. Mr. President——

Mr. WILLTAMS. All the Chair has to do is to put to the
Senate the request for unanimous consent.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The rules say that the Chair shall
not do it. The Chair dees not have much intelligence, but the
Chair can read the rules.

Mr., WILLIAMS. Mr, President, this is still the moraing
hour, 1 think,

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Connecticut
{Mr. Braxenere] has the floor, and we have net yet reached re-
ports of committees.

Mr, WILLIAMS, I will wait until we do, then.
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Mr. BRANDEGEE. I am very sorry the Senator could not
get the matter attended to at this time.

The statement of the Senator from Kentucky [Mr. JAaMmEs]
that the Senate committee made this change in the date at the
request of certain woolen interests seems to me to have no bear-
ing upon this case. Admit that the Senate amendment is better
than the House provision——

Mr. JAMES. If the Senator will pardon me, I did not state
that we had made it at the instance or request of the woolen
interests. I did state that they appeared and urged it.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. I did not mean to intimate that the com-
mittee was unduly under the influence of the woolen interests.
Far from it. What I meant to say was that even if the Senate
amendment was proposed by the committee after the woolen
interests had suggested that it would be an improvement, it
seems to have no relevancy to the present difficulty. The trouble
is that the House has proposed one time and the Senate has
proposed snother.

After this matter has been called to the attention of the Ti-
nance Committee, and after everybody admits the embarrass-
ment to this great trade in all its branches all over the country,
for the Senator to say that if somebody else wants to introduce
a resolution to try to smooth out this trouble there is no rule
to prevent his doing so, and to prophesy that while it might be
considered it probably would produce no remedy, is hardly the
attitnde that, it seems to me, the great Finance Committee of
the Senate ought to take on this matter.

Here i8 a situation which imperils the whole woolen industry
of this country. Authoritative documents have been put into
the Recorp showing that the business is running on 25 per cent
of its possibilities of production at the present time, and that
there is a panicky feeling al! through the business, from the
production of the raw material to the sale of the manufactured
product. To have the great Finance Committee of the Senate
and the great Ways and Means Committee of the House stand
here saying that they can not consider the remedy until the
disease has proved fatal seems to me to be an admission of im-
potency that I exceedingly regret to discover in the Congress of
the United States. The fact that after the bill gets into con-
ference, at some indefinite date in the future, they may then take
up this as one of the first matters to be considered in conference
would have no tendency to calm the excited feeling in this trade
which now exists. If the matter were taken up in conference as
the first item, there is no assurance whatever that it would be
reported independently and in advance of the entire conference
report, if the conferees shall be able to agree.

Mr. GALLINGER. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Connecticut
yield to the Senator from New Hampshire?

Mr. BRANDEGEE. I yield to the Senator from New Hamp-
shire.

Mr. GALLINGER. Mr. President, T am in full sympathy
with the desire expressed by the Senator from Connecticut that
this time should be extended, certainly as long as provided in
the Senate amendment; but I do not quite see, and I ask the
Senator from Connecticut if he sees, any way in which the mat-
ter can be determined at the present moment. The House has
passed the bill. It has been sent to the Senate, and the Senate
proposes to amend it. However friendly the Finance Commit-
tee or the Senate itself may be to the Senate amendment, does
the Senator think there is any method by which we can get
assurance from the other body that they will agree to the Sen-
ate amendment?

Mr. BRANDEGEE. None except what I suggested the other
day, which was that the Finance Committee of the Senate should
report a joint resolution fixing the dates and send it over to the
House of Representatives, and then let the House of Representa-
tives act upon it, and, if necessary, appoint a conference com-
mittee upon the joint resolution if there is disagreeing action.
That was the only way I could think of.

Mr. GALLINGER. I do not know whether there are prec-
edents for that or mot; but at first blush it strikes me that
before a bill has been passed and before it goes to conference
it would be rather extraordinary for us to pass a joint resolu-
tion of that kind.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. It might be extraordinary.

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President, when the Senator had this
matter up before I suggested to him that it would ke not only
an extraordinary thing but a very difficult thing to draw a
resolution of that sort. .

Mr. BRANDEGEE.
drawing it.

Mr, SIMMONS. I think when the Senator undertakes to do
it he will find that there is difficulty.

I do not anticipate any difficulty in

Mr. BRANDEGEE. I am not sure but that I shall undertake
it, notwithstanding the warning of the Senator from North
Carolina.

Mr. GALLINGER. I have full knowledge of the fact that
some of my own constituents are extremely solicitous about
this matter, and if there is any remedy I hope we shall find it.
But, as I look at the parliamentary situation, it seems to me
the remedy is not visible to the naked eye, and that we shall
find great difficulty in discovering it. That is my impression.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Connecticut
yield to the Senator from Idaho?

Mr. BRANDEGEE. I do.

Mr. BORAH. I understand the difficulty which the Senator
from Connecticut is seeking to obviate is the fact that the
bill as it comes from the House provides that the duties shall
go info effect immediately upon the passage of the bill and the
Senate amendment provides that they shall go into effect on
the 1st of January. As I understand, this change in the time
when they shall go into effect is made at the request of the
woolgrowers of the West.

Mr. SIMMONS. The woolgrowers of the West asked for it,
yes; that is, through their representatives. I do not recall now
that any woolgrower himself came, but the representatives of
that section of the country asked for it.

Mr. BORAH. The Senator from Connecticut is not insist-
ing upon a particular date, but upon a date?

Mr. BRANDEGEE. Yes; not only a date when the duty
upon raw wool shall go into effect, but a date arranged with
relation to that, in view of the seasonal nature of the trade,
when the duties upon manufactured products of wool shall take
effect; and that the two shall be arranged with proper reference
to the time between the laying in of the raw material and the |,
time when the manufacturers have to make contraets for the
production of the manufactured article.

Mr. BORAH. The Senator is not objecting particularly, then,
to the fact that the bill provides at this time that it shall go
into effect on the 1st of January?

Mr. BRANDEGEE. No; and of course my idea about which
particular dates would be best for the trade is no better than
that of any other Senator. In fact, other Senators’ ideas are
much better than mine, for they know more about the business,

I have said all T ecare to say about the matter this morning,
I think in the near future I shall introduce a joint resolution
which I hope will have the consideration of the Finance Com-*
mittee.

Mr. GALLINGER. I venture the suggestion that if the Sen-
ator from Connecticut, using his persuasive methods, which we
all understand, could induce the Senators on the other side who
will be on the conference committee to stand out, not only a
week or a month but as long as might be necessary, against the
House conferees, and insist that this amendment should be
agreed to, we would then have a practical solution of the
matter.

If the bill shall be passed as it has come from the committee of
the Senate, with this very desirable amendment, I hope the con-
ferees on the part of the Senate will conceive it to be their duty
to make a special contest to carry their point; because, laying
aside all controversy about the duties on raw wool or manu-
factures of wool, there is no question that our manufacturing
interests, at least—and I speak simply from a general knowl-
edge—are very much disturbed over this particular phase of the
proposed legislation.

Mr. SMOOT. I just want to add to what has been said by
the Senator from New Hampshire that they may well be dis-
turbed, for the reason that from the time the raw wool is taken
into the mill, if its manufacture is immediately started, it is
generally four months before it is made into cloth; and the
manufacturers ought to have that difference so as to protect
themselves in regard to the wool they have on hand.

PROTECTION OF AMERICAN CITIZENS.

Mr. SHEPPARD. I present resolutions adopted by the Sen-
ate of the State of Texas relative to conditions in Mexico. I
ask that the resolutions be printed in the Recorp and referred
to the Committee on Foreign Relations.

There being no objection, the resolutions were referred to the
Committee on Foreign Relations and ordered to be printed in
the Recorp, as follows:

Whereas the Senate of the United States iz now cusﬂséed in debating a
resolution offered by a distinguished United States Sénator from the

West conce g the policy that shounld be pursued by the Govern-
ment of the United States in defense of the rights of its citizens
in Mexico; and
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Whereas Amerlean llves have been jeopardized and Ameriean property
destm&yed in Mexico by a persistent refusal of this Government to
extend the pro%a' protection to its citizens and thelr pro in
that country, when other mreiin countries were pmtel:ﬂnx eiti-
zens and their property rights by a firm attitude;

Whereas a firm and dignified ﬂ“ﬂ which recogn}sen and respects the
rights of our neighboring publle and demands In return respect

!g the rights of eur citizens there would tend to preserve peace by
romoting mutoal res

VWhereas the national Demoecratic platform adopted at Baltimore on
.Tuly 2. 1912, contains the following declaration of party {failth,

to
bt “" e ourselves anew to preserve the saecred rights of Amer-
fean cit zen.s ip at home and ahread. The constitntional rixht:s ot
erican eitizens should proteet them on our borders and E:
them throughout the world, and every American citizen res
having property in any foreign country is entitled to and mus be
given the full pmteetion of the United States Government, both for
imself and his Eem{wrty
Now, therefore,
Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate of Texus tlm.t the Gov
ernment of the Unlted States should redeem and give meanin af
{J:r? rhu:t lpled.ge of party faith in vindication of the nation honor,
t farther
Resolved, That the secretary of the senate be Instruefed to forthwith
transmit this resclution mail to the President of the United States
and to the Senators and Representatives from Texas
The above resolution was this day adopted b{vthe “Senate of Texas.
V. HOWERTON,
Becretary of the Senate.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Will the Senator from Texas per-
mit me to make an inquiry? I should like to inquire of him
whether his resolution was to be read?

Mr. SHEPPARD. I did not ask that it be read. If the Sen-
ator would like to hear it, it can be read. It is brief.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. What was the reference?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The resolution was ordered to be
printed in the ReEcorp and referred to the Committee on Foreign
Relations,

ct; and

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS.

Mr. CLAPP presented pefitions of sundry citizens of Minne-
apolig, Minn., praying for the adoption of an amendment to the
Constitution granting the right of suffrage to women, which
were referred to the Committee on Woman Suffrage.

Mr. OLIVER presented a memorial of the Civil Service Re-
form Association of Pennsylmnia remonsirating against the
adoption of Paragraph O, section 2, of the pending tariff bill,
relating to the collection of the income tax, which was ordered
to lie on the table.

Mr. SAULSBURY. I present sundry petitions signed by
many estimable women of Delaware, favoring the adoption of
an amendment to the Constitution granting the right of suf-
frage to women. I ask that the petitions be ‘referred to the
Committee on Woman Snffrage,

The VICE PRESIDENT. The petitions will be referred to
the Committee on Woman Suffrage.

RFPORTS OF COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC LANDS.

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming (for Mr, CHAMBERLAIN), from the
Committee on Public Lands, to which was referred the bill (8.
1673) authorizing the Secretary of the Interior to grant further
extensions of time within which to make proof on desert-land
entries in the county of Grant, State of Washingten, reported
it without amendment and submitted a report (No. 94) thereon.

Mr. STERLING, from the Committee on Public Lands, to
which was referred the bill (8. 2576) for the relief of John Q.
Adams, reported it without amendment and submitted a report
'(No. 96) thereon.

SALARY OF ASSISTANT COMMITTEE CLERK.

Mr. WILLIAMS. I report back favorably with amendments
from the Committee to Audit and Control the Contingent Ex-
penses of the Senate Senate resolution 133, submitted by the
Senator from Alabama [Mr. BaxgaeADp] July 15. I ask for its
present consideration.

The Senate, by unanimous consent, proceeded to consider the
resolution.

The amendments were, in line 5, before the words “ per
annum,” to strike out * §2,000 " and insert * §1,800,” and in line
6, before the words *“ to be paid,” to strike out “$560 ™ and in-
sert “ $360,” so as to make the resolution read:

Resolved, That the chalrman of the Committee on Post Offices and

Roads be author!md to emm one of his three assistant clerks,
e.m:h now drawing r{ of $1, per annum under the act of March

. 19138, at zhc rate of $1,800 per annum, the difference of $360 to be

d from miscellaneous iteu:us. eunt{ngent fund of the Senate, until
otherwise provided by law.

The amendments were agreed fo.

The resolution as amended was agreed to.

BARAH W, PATRICK,

Mr. WILLIAMS. I report back favorably with an amend-
ment from the Committee to Audit and Control the Contingent
Expenses of the Senate Senate resolution 140, submitted by the

Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. LA Forrerre] July 21. I ask for
its present consideration.

The Senate, by unanimous consent, proceeded to consider the
resolution.

The amendment was, after the name “ Sarah,” to ingert * W.,”
80 as to make the resolution read:

Resolved, That the Secretary of the Senate be, and he hereby is,
authorized and directed to pay out of the contingent fund of the Senate
to S8arah W. Patrick, widow of Lewis 8. Patrick, late clerk to the Com-
mittee to Investigate Trespassers on Indian Lands, a sam equal to six
months' salary at the rate he was receiving by law at the time of
his death, said sum to be considered as incl funeral expenses and
all other allowances.

The amendment was agreed to.

The resolution as amended was agreed to.

PUBLIC BUILDING AT NEWARK, N. 7.

Mr. MARTINE of New Jersey. I report back favorably with-
out amendment from the Committee on Public Buildings and
Grounds the bill (H. R. 6383) te amend section 19 of an act
entitled “An act to increase the limit of cost of certain public
buildings; to authorize the enlargement, extension, remodeling,
or improvement of certain public buildings; to authorize the
erection and completion of public buildings; to authorize the
purchase of sites for publie buildings, and for other purposes,”
approved March 4, 1913, and I submit a report (No. 93) thereon.

I will state that the bill authorizes the advertizement and
sale of the present post-office building and grounds in the city
of Newark, N. J. Newark is the largest city in our State,
having approximately a population of half a million. We have
outgrown the present quarters. The bill proposes to grant aun-
thority to sell the present post-office building and grounds for
a sum not less than $1,800,000 and then to devote $300,000 for
the purchase of a site that shall be fitting and proper according
to the department, and it provides further for the use of
$1,000,000 for the erection of a building. It is quite essential
that the matter be taken in hand at once, and I ask unanimous
consent for the immediate consideration of the bill.

Mr. GALLINGER. Let the bill be read for the information
of the Senate.

Mr. MARTINE of New Jersey. It will cost the Government
nothing. There are no amendments to the bill.

Mr, SIMMONS. I do not wish to objeet to its consideration
and I will not do so, with the understanding that if it leads to
any debate the Senator will withdraw it.

Mr. MARTINE of New Jersey. I certainly will acquiesce in
that, There are no amendments and the bill is reported by the
committee unanimously. I can see no reason for debate. If
it should lead to debate, I certainly would withdraw it

The Secretary read the bill; and there being no objection, the
Senafe, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to its con-
sideration.

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment,
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed.

PUBLIC LAND ENTRIES.

Mr. STERLING. From the Committee on Public Lands I
report back favorably with amendments the bill (S. 2419)
permitting male minors of the age of 18 years or over to make
homestead entry or other entry on the publie lands of the United
States, and I submit a report (No. 95) thereon. The bill 'is
accompanied by a letter from the Secretary of the Imterior,
which I ask that the Secretary may read, with a view of asking
unanimous consent for the immediate consideration of the bill,

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the Secretary
will read as requested.

The SecrReErarY. The letter of the Department of the Interior
is as follows——

Mr. SIMMONS. Is it necessary to read that letter in con-
nection with the report?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from South Dakota
has asked that the letter be read to show the necessity for the
present consideration of the bill

Mr. SIMMONS. I shall object to the present consideration
of the bill.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill goes to the ealendar.

BILLS INTRODUCED.

Bills were introduced, read the first time, and, by unanimous
consent, the second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. CLARK of Wyoming:

A bill (8. 2870) to provide for the punishment of certain
crimes against the United States; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. GRONNA :

A bill (8. 2871) to amend section 99 of the Judicial Code; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.
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By Mr. JONES:

A bill (8. 2872) granting an increase of pension to Patrick
J. Conway; and

A bill (8. 2873) granting an increase of pension to David N.
Taylor; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. McLEAN:

A Dbill (8. 2874) granting a pension to Catherine Kelly (with
accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on Pensions.

DUTIES ON COTTON MANUFACTURES.

Mr. LIPPITT. .I submit a proposed amendment which I de-
sire to offer to the tariff bill, and I should like to have it read
and lie on the table.

The amendment wasg read, ordered to lie on the table and to
be printed, as follows:

Beginning on page 73, strike out paragraphs 255 to 271, inclusive.

In lieu thereof insert the following:

“ Par. 255. From and after the day following the passa of this
act, in lien of the terms and provisions of Schedule 1 of the act of
Coutgrms approved August 5, 1909, the terms and provisions of S8chedule
1 of the act of Congress approved July 24, 1897, shall be substituted :
Provided, That the rates of duty shall be the same as those imposed In
gaid Schedule I of the act of July 24, 1897, less 20 per cent thereof.”

GOODS 1IN BOND.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. I offer a resolution (8. Res. 146) for
which I ask present consideration, and for fear the Secretary
may not be able to follow my handwriting I will read it:

Resolved, That the Becretary of the Treasury is directed to furnish
for the use of the Senate the following Information :

1. The value of imported commodities now held under bond for ware-
housing or other purpose which have been entered without payment of

duty.
2":, The value of such commodities so held at the same time in the

ar 1912.

’E:}. An estimate of the total amount of the dutles payable upon such
commodities under existing tariff laws.

4. An estlmate of the amount of duties which would be payable
under the proposed tarlff bill, H. R. 3321, as the same is reported to
the Senate by the Finance Committee of the Senate.

I ask for the immediate consideration of the resolution.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection?

Mr. SIMMONS. I shall not object to the request, for the
resolution is pertinent to the proposed amendment to the tariff
bill submitted by the Senator from Utah on July 18.

The resolution was considered by unanimous consent and
agreed to.

SEGREGATION ORDER 1IN POST OFFICE DEPARTMENT.

Mr. CLAPP (by request) submitted the following resolution
(8. Res. 147), which was ordered to lie on the table:

Whereas it is reported that there has heen a segregation order issued
by some unknown source or authority in the Post Office Department ;

and
Whereas the clerks and employees have worked together peacefully for
over GO years; and
Whereas the sald segregation order will cost the Government of the
United States over $150,000: Therefore be it
Resoleed, That the Committee on Post Offices and Post Roads be, and
they are hereby. authorized to inquire into and to report by what
authority the sald segregation order was issued and what necessity, if
any, exists for such order in the executive desartment after 50 years
of perfect peace among the employees of the department, which order
makes it very inconvenient for the clerks.

LIEUT. ROY C. SMITH.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan submitted the following resolution
(8. Res, 148), which was referred to the Commiitee on Naval
Affairs:

Resolved, That the Committee on Naval Affajrs or a subcommittee
thereof are hereby authorized, empowered, and directed to investigate
the charges preferred against Lieut. Roy C. Smith, formerly with the
Asiatic Squadron, upon which his resignation was demanded after
threatening trial by court-martial.

The said committee or subcommittee are for this purpose authorized
to sit during the sessions or recesses of Congress, at such times and
places as they may deem desirable or practicable, to send for persons
and papers, to administer oaths, to summon and compel the attendance
of witnesses, to conduct hearings, and have reports of same printed
for use.

TIHE TARIFF.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The morning business is closed.

Mr. SIMMONS. I ask unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to the consideration of House bill 3321.

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the
Whole, resumed the consideration of the bill (H. R. 3321) to
reduce tariff duties and to provide revenue for the Government,
and for other purposes.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The pending question is on the
amendment proposed by the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr.
GarLinger], at the top of page 29. The Senator from North
Dakota [Mr. GrRoxNA] is entitled t» the floor.

Alr. GRONNA. Mr. President, when the Senate took an ad-

journment yesterday I was about to proceed to discuss the tariff
on gheep.

Our present law has a duty on sheep of 75 cents per head if
less than 1 year old and $1.50 per head if more than 1 year.
The Senate bill places sheep on the free list. France has a
general duty of $3.50 per 100 pounds and a minimum duty of
$2.19 per 100 pounds. Germany has a general duty of $1.04
per 100 pounds and a conventional duty of 86 cents per 100
pounds. Austria-Hungary has a doty of 51 cents per head; Bel-
gium 39 cents per head. England and the Netherlands admit
sheep free. Italy imposes a duty of 58 cents per head
plus the statistical tax of 2 cents. Spain has a duty of 77
cents per head, with a lower rate of 58 cents on sheep imported
from favored countries, Russia has no duty on sheep. Canada
has a general tariff of 25 per cent ad valorem, with an inter-
mediate tariff of 224 per cent. Mexico admits them free.
Brazil has a rate of $2.05 per head. Argentina has no duty on
sheep. Japan assesses them $1.49 per head. Australia pro-
tects her sheep with a rate of 48 cents per head. New Zealand
admits them free.

The present law has a tariff of $1.50 per head on swine.
The Senate bill places them on the free list. Other countries
have duties on swine as follows: England, free; France, gen-
eral duty $219 per 100 pounds, minimum duty $1.81 per 100
pounds; Germany, general rate $1.94 per 100 pounds, conven-
tional duty 97 cents per 100 pounds; Austria-Hungary, 80 cents
each on sucking pigs, $2.44 on others weighing less than 2064
pounds, and $4.47 on hogs weighing more than 264 pounds;
Belginm, free; the Netherlands, free; Italy, 58 cents each if
weighing less than 22 pounds, $1.93 each if weighing more than
22 pounds; Spain, $2.12 each; Russia, free; Canada, general
rate 134 cents per pound, intermediate rate 13 cents per pound;
Mexico, 0 cents per 100 pounds; Cuba, general rate, $1.25
each, special rate to the United States, $1 each; Brazil, $2.56
per head; Argentina, free; Japan, 20 per cent ad valorem;
Australia, $1.20 each; New Zealand, free.

The Senate bill reduces the present rate of 30 cents per
bushel on barley to 15 cents. The rates in some other countries
are as follows: England, free; France, 13 cents per bushel;
Germany, general rate, 36 cents per bushel; conventional rate,
21 cents per bushel; Austria-Hungary, general tariff, 18 cents
per bushel; conventional tariff, 12 cents per bushel; Belgium,
free; the Netherlands, free; Italy, 17 cents per bushel plus a
statistical tax of a little less than one-half cent a bushel; Spain,
17 cents per bushel; Russia, free; Canada, general tarift, 15
cents per bushel; intermediate tariff, 123 cents per- bushel;
Mexico, 35 cents per bushel; Cuba, 14 cents per bushel; if for
brewing purposes, 11 cents per bushel; Brazil, 39 cents per
bushel ; Argentina, 16 cents per bushel; Japan, 10 cents per
bushel ; Australia, 23 cents per bushel; New Zealand, 23 cents
per bushel.

On oats our present rate is 15 cents per bushel; the Senate
bill reduces this to 6 cents per bushel. In other countries the
tariffs are as follows: England, free; France, 8.4 cents per
bushel ; Germany, general rate, 24 cents per bushel; conven-
tional rate, 17 cents per bushel ; Austria-Hungary, general rate,
184 cents per bushel; conventional rate, 15 cents per bushel;
Belgium, 8§ cents per bushel; the Netherlands, free; Italy. 11
cents per bushel; Spain, 11 cents per bushel; Russia, free;
Canada, general tariff, 10 cents per bushel; intermediate tariff,
9 cents; Mexico, 12 cents per bushel; Cuba, 73 cents per bushel,
with the usual 20 per cent reduction on American imports;
Brazil, 29 cents per bushel; Argentina, 21 cents per bushel;
Japan, 8 cents per bushel; Australia, 12 cents per bushel; New
Zealand, 6 cents per bushel.

On rice the Senate bill reduces the present duty of 2 cents a
pound, cleaned, and 11 cents, uncleaned, to 1 cent and five-
eighths cent a pound, respectively. Other countries have rates
as follows: Great Britain, free; France, T0 cents per 100
pounds; Germany, pearled rice, general rate, 65 cents per 100
pounds; conventional rate, 43 cents per 100 pounds; rice, not
cleaned, 43 cents per 100 pounds; Austria-Hungary, general rate,
55 cents per 100 pounds; conventional rate, 33 cents per 100
pounds; Belgium, free; the Netherlands, free; Italy, 96 cents
per 100 pounds; Canada, cleaned rice, general rate, 756 cents
per 100 pounds; intermediate rate, 65 cents per 100 pounds;
uncleaned rice and paddy, free; Mexico, 2 cents per pound;
Cuba, 54 cents per 100 pounds, with a 40 per cent reduction if
imported from the United States; Brazil, $3.22 per 100 pounds;
Argentina, 95 cents per 100 pounds; Japan, 38 cents per 100
pounds; Australia, $1.46 per 100 pounds; 81 cents per 100
pounds, if uncleaned; New Zealand, 18 cents per 100 pounds.
The committee has treated the rice growers fairly well com-
pared to the treatment accorded other farmers. The only above
countries having a higher duty on rice than the proposed rate
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are Russla, 14 cents per pound; Mexico, 2 cents; Brazil, almost
381 cents; and Australia, about 14 cents. . :

Wheat, the great staple product of the Northwest, and alse
extensively raised in the Middle West, is at present protected
by a duty of 25 cents per bushel; the Senate bill places it on
the free list. Other important countries have rates as follows:
Great Britain, free; France, 37 cents per bushel; Germany,
general rate 48} cents per bushel, conventional rate 354 cents;
Austria-Hungary, general tariff 43 cents per bushel, conven-
tional tariff 363 cents; Belgium, free; the Netherlands, free;
Italy, 39 cents per bushel; Russia, free; Spain, 42 cents per
bushel ; Canada, general rate 12 cents per bushel, intermediate
10 cents; Mexico, 44 cents per bushel; Cuba, general rate 16
cents per bushel, to the United States 13 cents; Brazil, 14 cents
per bushel; Argentina, seed wheat free, other wheat 25 per cent
ad valorem, wheat except seed wheat is not specifically men-
tioned in the tariff act and would therefore be dutiable under
the general provision that all goods not specifically charged
with a duty and not exempted from duty shall pay a duty
of 25 per cent ad valorem; Japan, 17 cents per bushel; Aus-
tralia, 224 cents per bushel; New Zealand, 11 cents per bushel.
Great Britain, Belgium, the Netherlands, and Russia are the
only ones of these countries to place wheat on the free list.

The duty on flaxseed is reduced by the Senate bill from the
present duty of 23 cents per bushel to 15 cents per bushel. In
other countries we find the following rates: Great Britain, free;
France, if used for seed, general rate 23 cents per bushel,
minimuom rate 17 cents per bushel, if used for any other purpose
than for seed, free; Germany, general rate 4% cents per bushel,
conventional rate free; Austria-Hungary, free; Belgium, free;
the XNetherlands, free; Italy, 23 cents per bushel; Russia,
general rate 20 cents per bushel, conventional rate 12 cents;
Spain, 5 cents per bushel; Canada, 10 cents per bushel; Mexico,
14 cents per bushel; Cuba, 32 cents per bushel with a 20 per
cent reduction if imported from the United States; Brazil, $1.13
per bushel; Argentina, flax for seed free, other flax 25 per cent
ad valorem; Japan, 13 cents per bushel; Australia, 27 cents
per bushel; New Zealand, free,

On polatoes there is at present a duty of 25 cents per bushel ;
the Senate bill places them on the free list. Other countries,
I find, have rates as follows: Great Britain, free; France, if
imported between March 1 and June 1, general rate 32 cents
per bushel, minimum rate 16 cents per bushel; if imported at
any other time, general rate 16 cents per bushel, minimum
rate 2 cents; Germany, from February 15 to July 31, general
rate 16 cents per bushel, conventional rate 6 cents; from August
1 to February 14, free; Austria-Hungary, general rate $1.02
per bushel, conventional rate free; Belgium, free; the Nether-
lands, free; Italy, free; Russia, free; Spain, 6 cents per
bushel ; Canada, general tariff 20 cents per busbel. intermediate
tariff 173 cents; Mexico, 44 cents per bushel; Cuba, 18 cents
per bushel; Argentina, free; Brazil, $1.03 per bushel; Japan,
30 per cent ad valorem; Australia, 13 cents per bushel; New
Zealand, 13 cents per bushel.

On corn there is at the present time a duty of 15 cents per
bushel; the Senate bill places it on the free list. Tariffs in
other countries are as follows: Great Britain, free; France,
15 cents per bushel; Germany, general rate, 30 cents per
bushel—conventional rate, 18 cents; Austria-Hungary, 21 cents
per bushel general rate—14 cents eonventional rate; Belgium,
free; the Netherlands, free; Italy, 37 cents per bushel; Russia,
free; Spain, 11 cents per bushel; Canada, not for distillation,
free—if for distillation, T4 cents per bushel; Mexico, 11 cents
per bushel; Cuba, 10 cents per bushel; Brazil, 35 cents per
bushel; Argentina, seed corn, free—other, 25 per cent ad
valorem; Japan, G cents per bushel; Australia, 21 cents per
bushel; New Zealand, 10 cents per bushel.

The Senate bill reduces the present duty of 6 cents per pound
on butter to 24 cents. The most important commercial countries
have tariffs as follows on butter: Great Britain, free; France,
general tariff $2.63 per 100 pounds, minimum tariff $1.75 per
100 pounds; Germany, general rate $3.23 per 100 pounds, con-
ventional duty $2.16; Austria-Hungary, general rate $3.22 per
100 pounds, conventional rate $2.20 per 100 pounds; Belgium,
$1.75 per 100 pounds; the Netherlands, free; Italy, $1.31 per
100 pounds; Russia, $1.07 per 100 pounds; Spain, $7.44 per 100
pounds; Canada, 4 cenis per pound; Brazil, $28.82 per 100
pounds; Argentina, almost 44 cents per pound; Japan, $11.14
per 100 pounds; Australia, 6 cents per pound; New Zealand,
80 per cent ad valorem.

On cheese, on which the Senate bill reduces the present duty
of 6 cents per pound to 2% cents, I find that foreign countries
have duties as follows: Great Britain, free; France, general
tariff, $3.06 per 100 pounds, minimum tariff, $1.05 to $1.75 per
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100 pounds, depending on kind; Germany, general rate, $3.25 -
per 100 pounds; on cerfain kinds of cheese there is a conven-
tiopal rate of $1.62; Austrin-Hungary, general rate, $4.60 to
$5.52 per 100 pounds; on certain kinds there is a conventional
rate ranging from $1.10 to $1.30 per 100 pounds; Belgium, on
certain kinds, $1.05 per 100 pounds; other kinds, free; the
Netherlands, 91 cents per 100 pounds; Italy, general rate, $2.09
per 100 pounds; conventional rate, 86 cents to $1.31 per 100
pounds; Russia, general rate, $12.83 per 100 pounds; conven-
tioval rate, $10.27; Spain, general rate, 7 cents per pound;
lower rates ranging from 1% to 5} cents on certain kinds;
Canada, 3 cents per pound; Mexico, $3.73 per 100 pounds ;
Cuba, $2.95 per 100 pounds; 40 per cent reduction on imports
from the United States; Brazil, $23.06 per 100 pounds; Argen-
tina, 9 cents per pound; Japan, $7.72 per 100 pounds; Australia,
6 cents per pound; New Zealand, 30 per cent ad valorem.

On milk and cream there are at present duties of 2 cents and
5 cents a gallon, respectively. The Senate bill places both on
the free list. Tariffs of other countries are as follows: Great
Britain, free; France, general rate, 44 cents per 100 pounds;
minimum rate, 22 cents; higher rates on condensed milk: Ger-
many, free; Austria-Hungary, free; Belgium, free, unless in-
tended for the manufacture of condensed milk or artificial
butter; the Netherlands, free; Italy, free; Spain, general rate,
$6.57 per 100 pounds; certain countries enjoy a lower rate of
$4.38 per 100 pounds; Canada, general tariff, 3} cents per pound ;
intermediate tariff, 3 cents; Mexico, free; Cuba, 13 per cent ad
valorem ; Brazil, 13 cents a pound ; Japan, $2.09 per 100 pounds;
Australia, 4 cents per pound, if sweetened, 2% cents, if un-
sweetened ; New Zealand, 37} per cent ad valorem.

Eggs, which are at present dutiable at 5 cents per dozen, are
placed on the free list by the Senate bill. Other countries have
duties on eggs as follows: Great Britain, free; France, general
tariff, 88 cents per 100 pounds; minimum tariff, 53 cents:; Ger-
many, general rate, 65 cents per 100 pounds; conventional rate,
22 cents; Austria-Hungary, general rate, T4 cents per 100
pounds; conventional rate, free; Belgium, free, Netherlands,
free; Italy, free; Russia, 26 cents per 100 pounds; Spain, first
tariff, $1.75 per 100 pounds; second tariff, $1.31 per 100 pounds;
Canada, general fariff, 3 cents per dozen; intermediate tariff,
2} cents; Mexico, free; Cuba, $2.95 per 100 pounds; Brazil, free:
Argentina, $1.05% per 100 pounds; Japan, $2.26 per 100 pounds;
Australia, 12 cents per dozen; New Zealand, 20 per cent ad
valorem.

The pending bill further proposes to reduce the rates of 3
cents per pound on live poultry and 5 cents per pound on dead
poultry to 1 cent and 2 cents, respectively. Great Britain, of
course, has no tariff on poultry; France has a general rate of
$2.63 per 100 pounds and a minimum rate of $1.75; in Germany
the general rate is 65 cents per 100 pounds and the conventional
rate 43 cents; in Austria-Hungary the general rate on live poul-
try is 74 cents per 100 pounds; on dead poultry, $2.30; the con-
ventional rate is 37 cents per 100 pounds on live poultry and
$1.47 on dead poultry; Belgium, admitting live poultry fres,
assesses a duty of $2.63 per 100 pounds on dead poultry ; Nether-
lands, free; Italy, 44 cents per 100 pounds; Russia, free;
Spain, 10 cents each; Canada, general tariff, 20 per cent ad
valorem; intermediate tariff, 174 per cent; Mexico, free; Cuba,
$4.72 per 100 pounds; Brazil, 32 per cent ad valorem; Argen-
tina, free; Japan, 20 per cent ad valorem; Australia, various
rates; New Zealand, 30 per cent ad valoram.

On hay there is at present a duty of $4 per ton. This the
pending bill proposes to reduce to $2 per ton. Other important
countries have duties as follows: Great Britain, free; France,
general rate, $1.30 per ton; minimum rate, 86 cents; Germany,
general rafe, $2.15 per ton; conventional rate, free; Austria-
Hungary, free; Belgium, free; the Netherlands, free; Italy, no
tariff duty, but subject to a statistical tax of about 19 cents per
ton; Russia, free; Spain, $1.75 per ton; Canada, general rate,
$2 per ton; intermediate rate, $1.75; Mexico, free; Cuba, $5.30
per ton, with a 20 per cent reduction on imports from the United
States; Brazil, $20.70 per ton; Japan, $1.36 per ton; Australia,
$£4.34 per ton; New Zealand, 30 per cent ad valorem.

On straw there is at present a tariff of $1.50 per ton, which
the pending bill reduces to 50 cents per ton. Other countries
have duties as follows: Great Britain, free; France, general
tariff, $3.40 per ton, minimum tariff, $1.76; Germany, general
tariff, $2.16 per ton, conventional tariff, free; Austria-Hungary,
free; Belgium, free; the Netherlands, free; Russia, free; Spain,
fine straw, 88 cents per ton, straw for fodder, $1.70; Canada,
general tariff, $2 per ton, intermediate tariff, $1.75; Cuba. fine
straw, $20.98 per ton, if for fodder, $5.30 per ton; Brazil, if
for fodder $20.70 per tom, if for other purposes, from 80 cents
per 100 pounds to $4.14 per 100 pounds, or from $17.24 per ton
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to $81; Japan, 5 to 10 per cent ad valorem; Australia, $4.35
per ton; New Zealand, 30 per cent ad valorem.

On iye there is at present a duty of 10 cents per bushel, which
the pending bill proposes to remove. I find that other countries
have duties on rye as follows: Great Brituin, free; France, 15
cents per bushel; Germany, general rate, 42 cents per bushel,
conventional rate, 30 cents; Austria-Hungary, general rate 36
cents per bushel, conventional rate, 30 cents; Belgium, free;
the Netherlands, free; Italy, 22 cents per bushel; Russia, free;
Spain, 20 cents per bushel; Canada, general rate, 10 cents per
bushel, intermediate rate, 9 cents; Mexico, 42 cents per bushel;
Cuba, 20 cents per bushel, with a reduction of 20 per cent if
imported from the United States; Argentina, 2634 cents per
bushel ; Japan, 15 per cent ad valorem; Australia, 21 cents;
New Zealand, 10 cents per bushel.

On wheat flour there is at present a duty of 25 per cent ad
valorem, which this bill proposes to remove. Other countries
have tariffs on flour as follows: Great Britain, free; France,
086 cents to $1.40 per 100 poundg, according to quality; Ger-
many, general rate, $202 per 100 pounds, conventional rate,
$1.10; Austria-Hungary, $1.36 per 100 pounds; Belgium, 18
cents per 100 pounds; the Netherlands, free; Italy, $1.01 per
100 pounds; Russia, 64 cents per 100 pounds—it will be noted,
Mr. President, that, while wheat is admitted free into Russia,
there is a duty on flour of 64 cents per hundred pounds—Spain,
$1.23 per 100 pounds; Canada, general rate, 60 cents per barrel,
intermediate rate, 50 cents; Mexico, $2.48 per 100 pounds; Cuba,
59 cents per 100 pounds, with a reduction of 30 per cent if
imported from the United States; Brazil, 58 cents per 100
pounds; Argentina, free; Japan, 70 cents per 100 pounds;
Australia, 61 cents per 100 pounds; New Zealand, 20 cents per
100 pounds.

The pending bill also places all kinds of wool on the free
list. Other countries have tariffs on wool as follows: Great
Britain, free; France, raw wool, free; Germany, free; Austria-
Hungary, free; Belgium, free; the Netherlands, free; Italy,
free; Russia, slightly more than 4} cents per pound; Spain, first
tariff, $2.18 per 100 pounds; second tariff, $1.72 per 100 pounds;
Canada, on wools such as are grown in Canada, general tariff,
3 cents per pound; intermediate tariff, 23 cents; Mexico, 1§
cents per pound; Cuba, raw wool, 20 per cent ad valorem;
PBrazil, a little more than 4 cents per pound; Argentina, 25 per
cent ad valorem ; Japan, free.

Mr. President, I believe the foreign tariffs cited are sufficient
to show the policies of those countries with regard to agricul-
tural produets. With the exception of such countries as Great
Britain and the Netherlands, which do not expect to produce
sufficient agricultural products for their own neéds, and rely
on other countries to furnish them with these necessaries, it is
the policy of other countries to give the farmer as well as the
manufacturer such benefit as he may derive from a tariff on
hig products. The mere fact that the products of the farmer
are primary necessaries, while many manufactures have been
made necessary by advancing civillzation, is to my mind no
reason why the producer of produets of the soil should be dis-
criminated against. Many manufactures are as much neces-
saries as the products of the farm, and as to those that are
not I can not see why it is a wise policy to encourage the pro-
duction of what may be called luxuries rather than of neces-
saries, We are able to produce enough farm products for our
needs, and there is no reason to believe that.we shall not be
able to do so in the future. It is no answer to the objection
of placing farm products on the free list to say that this is not
a protective-tariff bill. No matter what you call the tariff, the
effect of the duties imposed is the same. Whether youn say that
the purpose of a given duty is to raise revenue or to protect a
domestic industry, if a duty is levied it will result in giving the
producer of that article in this country an advantage in pro-
tecting to a greater or less extent his market from the compe-
tition of producers of the same article in other countries; and
when you place a duty on the products of one man and place
the products of another on the free list you discriminate against
the latter to the same extent, whether you call your tariff a
revenue tariff or a protective tariff,

The Democratic Members of Congress were responsible for
the passage of the Canadian reciprocity treaty. It is true that
some of the Republican Members, together with President Taft,
supported this measure, but a majority of the Republican Mem-
bers of both Houses opposed the measure and voted against it
When the Canadian reciprocity treaty was first presented to
Congress it looked quite respectable. It had strong supporters
back of it, it was the pet measure of President Taft, and was
strongly indorsed by ex-President Roosevelt. The powerful
influence of the press was behind it; the great milling industry
favored it; the American Brewers' Association, whose baneful

and sinister influence has been felt more than that of auy
other trust, not only welcomed it but championed its cause. .
Even some of our Republican leaders were led to believe that |
it could do no harm but might be of some benefit, and it was
not until some of the Members of the agricultural districts took |
a courageous stand against this iniquitous measure, and showed
beyond a question of doubt that it was a diserimination and
rank injustice to the American farmer and of no benefit to the
consumer that the people realized the injurious effects of this
measure. The leaders of the Democratic Party evidently
saw the advantage to be gained by their party, and almost
unanimously voted for and became the ardent supporters of the
administration measure, and viewing it from a partisan stand-
point it did not take a very bright mind to clearly see the
political advantage to be gained by the Democratic Party in
giving their support to ihis measure.

From a Democratic standpoint it worked well; it was an
entering wedge toward free trade and was the means of widen-
ing the breach already existing in the Republican Party. So
far as the Democrats were concerned it was, * Head I win, tail
you lose.”

The progressive Republicans in both branches of Congress
attacked the Payne-Aldrich tariff bill not because it was a pro-
tective measure nor because they favored free trade, but be-
cause a promise was given the American people in the Repub-
lican national platform of 1908 that the tariff should be revised,
and that this revision meant a downward, revision there was
no doubt. It was contended by these progressive Republicans
that some of the items in the tariff bill were protected by duties
unduly high. It was a mistake of both factions of the Repub-
lican Party not fo agree upon a compromise measure, but, un-
fortunately, some of the leaders of the dominant party of that
day had been in power so Jong that it was not an easy matter
to convince them that they were neither omnipotent nor omnis-
cient, There were then and there are now Republican Sena-
tors and Representatives possessing the honesty and the cour-
age of their convictions who were not afraid to criticize and
to rebel against the leadership that is contrary to the funda-
mental principles of the Republican Party. But it seems that
in the councils of war that were held it was agreed to apply,
the stenm-roller process to this little band of insurgents rather
than to counsel with them; and so the inevitable has happened.
The members of the party became hopelessly divided and the
Demoecratic Party has again, as it always does, profited by the
dissension and division in the Republican ranks, and as a result
the country is again in the hands of Democracy.

You, my Democratic friends, have the President, the Senate,
and the House of Representatives. I know that you will say,
that you gladly assume the responsibility of leadership; but,
in my judgment, after four years of misrule you will again be
hunting for excuses and explaining why we had hard times, if
not a panie, and why millions of unemployed, willing workers
were walking the streets looking for work and thousands of
able-bodied men compelled to beg for bread. Such conditions
as cxisted under the Cleveland administration are yet fresh in
my memory, as it must be in the memory of everyone within
the hearing of my voice, and while T hope and pray that such a
ealamity will not again befall the American people, yet the pen- .
alties imposed by writing into law the provisions of this bill
lead me to believe that it is impossible for the American people
to escape the dire punishment.

But you seem te have adopted the same method that the lead-
ers of the Republican Party, to whom I have referred so
strongly, used and abused. I believe there are Senatfors on that
side who are dissatisfied with this bill; I believe there are
Senators on that side who, if permitted to follow their own free
will, would prefer to change many of its provisions, but the party,
lash has been applied by a most benevolent leader, the same as
it was attempted to be applied by the leaders of the Republican
Party when that party was dominant in the councils of this
Nation. It ought to be manifest to everyone that our leaders
erred, and I believe you are making the same mistake. Dy,
using the “ Star-Chamber method,” with the curtains carefully,
pulled down and the doors well guarded, you have made it
possible for a minority of the Senate to control legislation which
go vitally affects every industry and every individual citizen
of this great land.

I am not complaining because the Democratic Party insisty
on passing a bill which is in accordance with their views. You
have a majority in both branches of Congress, and you have a
right to expect to pass a bill that will be satisfactory to the
members of your own party, but I have the right to complain
of the mode of procedure; I have the right to condemn—and I
do condemn most severely—the action you have taken by mak-
ing a bill in secret caucus. You have excluded the reporters of
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the press; you have excluded Republican Senators; you have
excluded the citizens of this great country who are engaged in
the industries and are vitally interested and entitled to be
heard.

Mr. President, I do not wish it to appear that it is in any
spirit of partisanship that I refer to the Chief Executive of our
Government, for it will be remembered that when the reci-
procity treaty with Canada was pending before this body I
did not hesitate to criticize a Republican President.

Mr. President, I came here with an open and receptive mind,
believing it to be my duty as best I could to assist the Senate
in making this bill; of course, not expecting it to fully meet
with my approval, but to make it a better bill than it now is.
But, Mr. President, I have had no opportunity to help draw
this bill, nor do I expect that any suggestions I might make
will meet the approval of the majority. When this bill passed
the House it provided for a duty of 10 cents per bushel on
wheat, and according to newspaper reports the Senate com-
mittee to which the agricultural schedule was referred was
reported as favoring the provisions of the House bill with an
amendment providing for a compensatory duty on the manu-
factured articles of wheat. But it has been said that the
committee, at the request of President Wilson, placed wheat,
together with practically all agricultural products, on the free
list. :

There are Senators in this Chamber who claim to know more,
and I believe do know more, about the agricultural schedule
than does President Wilson. There are Members in this body
who know as much, if not more, about the needs of the agri-
cultural classes in this country, especially the agricultural
industry of the West, as the majority members of the Finance
Committee, and if I am not wrong in my statement, then, Mr,
President, the majority members of the Finance Committee
bave knowingly committed an injustice against the toiling mil-
lions who are engaged in that industry.

AMr. President, I know there are Senators on that side of the
Chamber who rebelled against the secret caucus. I believe
that you were warned by progressive Senators on that side
and advised not to proceed to make this bill in the darkness
of a secret caucus. I have been told that Members on that side
rebelled against legislating in a secret caucus. Perhaps some
Senator will say that the Republicans have nothing to do with
this bill and that it is none of our business what kind of a bill
the Democrats make, as they alone are willing to take the
responsibility for this legislation. y

I say in answer to that, it is our business; I say that so long
as this bill is pending before this body I feel that it is not only
our privilege but our duty to call attention to the great in-
justice that will be done to the people of this country by enact-
ing this legislation. The great industry of agriculture is again
the subject of an unjust onslaught nnd discrimination. Why is
the Democratic Party so bitter in its opposition to the great
industry of agriculture? What has the farmer done to incur
the choler and hate of the Democratic Party? Perhaps Sen-
ators on that side will deny that they have any grievance
against the farmer, but I call your attention to the fact that
in my State alone, where in 1912 we raised more than 143,000,-
000 bushels of wheat, with short crops in foreign countries,
under the provisions of this bill our farmers would lose in a
single year more than $15,000,000 on wheat. North Dakota pro-
duced last year nearly 13,000,000 bushels of flax, and the farm-
ers who produce that crop will lose more than a million dollars
a year under the provisions of this bill. Under the provisions of
this bill the farmers of my State alone will lose from fifteen to
twenty millions of dollars annually as long as it remains a law
on the Federal statute books. Why, Mr, President, should I not
be opposed to such an unjust measure?

Mr. President, I come from an agricultural State, and, know-
ing the true conditions of the people and the hardships they
have to endure, the toil and labor they have to perform, the
long hours of labor the farmer, his wife, and his children must,
if they are going to keep the wolf from the door, of necessity
perform, I feel justified in making this protest. I have said
before and I repeat that I believe the farmer receives less pay
per hour for his Iabor than any class of men engaged in any
other industry. Not only that, but I believe that he receives
smaller returns upon his investment than any other class en-
gaged in any other industry. Farming is certainly a legiti-
mate industry, and we had your assurances, my Democratic
friends, that you would do no harm to any legitimate industry.
The farmers have for these many years listened to coined
phrases and beautiful, well-rounded sentences of eminent states-
men that agriculture is the foundation of all sources of
wenlth, and yet you ignore the demand of the farmers and re-
fuse to write into this bill a provision that would in the future

give them some protection, and with complacency you add to
their burden, which, under existing conditions, is much heavier
thhn it ought to be.

The chairman of the Finance Committee said in his able
speech in reporting this bill the other day that while the com-
mittee had placed wheat and other agricultural products on
the free list, the committee had also made provisions in the
bill to place agricultural implements on the free list. If I
understood the Senator from North Carolina, the chairman of
the Finance Committee, correctly, he did not deny that there
would be a loss to the American farmer by reason of placing his
products on the free list, but that the farmer would be recom-
pensed for this loss by the reduction in the price of farm imple-
ments. No doubt this statement was made in good faith and
represented not only the views of the Senator from North Caro-
lina, but the views of the majority members of the committee.
But let us see for a moment to what extent the farmer will
be compensated: The present law provides for a duty of 15
per cent on plows, tooth and disk harrows, harvesters, reapers,
agricultural drills and planters, mowers, horserakes, cultivators,
thrashing machines, and cotton gins, with this proviso:

Provided, That any of the foregoing, when imported from any coun-
try, dependency, provinee, or colony, which imposes no taxes or duty on
l‘lillifynrlicies imported from the United States, shall be imported free of

In a report on the International Harvester Co. of America
made by the Department of Commerce and Labor, Bureau of
Corporations, under date of March 3, 1913, I find that the aver-
age factory cost of binders to the International Harvester Co.
at its domestic plants for two years, 1910 and 1911 combined,
was $56.32. Admitting, for the sake of argument, that this com-
pany takes advantage of the duty imposed and no more, the
factory price of harvesters wounld be $56.22 plus the 15 per cent
duty, or $38.45; total, $64.77. The farmer pays for these har-
vesters in North Dakota about $150. The International Har-
vester Trust is a monopoly, and I believe it controls the business
not only in the United States but in foreign countries. Now,
what difference will it make to this great monopoly if the duty
is taken off? In no way could they profit by the tariff any more
than the figures I have quoted, $8.45. It is not my wish to do
anybody an injustice, but certainly I am not pleading for any
protection for this or a like monopoly.

Mr. President, I do not believe that the protective tariff is alone
responsible for the formation of this monopoly or trust; I be-
lieve it makes no difference to such large concerns as this
whether they are protected by a tariff or not. The proportion
of the harvesting-machine business of the United States con-
trolled by the International Harvester Co. in 1911 was as fol-
lows: Grain binders, 87 per cent; mowers, 76.6 per cent; rakes,
T2 per cent.

Mr, President, my sympathy is not with the great industrial
trusts, but with the laborer, which includes the farmer, and
with the small manufacturer, who at all times is struggling
against opposition and unfair competition. This bill in no way
injuriously affects the great trusts and monopolies of this
country. They have grown so strong that no foreign competi-
tion can or will affect them. I believe that no one seriously
contends that tariff regulation has much, if anything, to do
with an industrial monopoly. Antifrust legislation is what is
needed rather than tariff legislation to properly regulate the
trusts.

Mr., President, I have gone into this guestion for the pur-
pose of showing that great harm and injustice will be done to
the struggling masses engaged in the pursuit of labor and other
legitimate industries by a drastic change in the tariff policy of
this country. I am sure that our Democratic friends are sincere
in their belief that this bill will help the consumer. My belief,
however, is that the consumer can not prosper unless the busi-
ness of the country prospers. No great commercial country
which is a large producer of agricultural products has ever sue-
ceeded by inaugurating a policy such as is embodied in the
provisions of this bill. With the exception of England, which
is practically a free-trade counfry—except, as I have stated be-
fore, in all her colonies the people are protected by a heavy
tariff or duty, and all those colonies give to the people of
England a protection, because they give to the people of England
a preferential rate which is just as beneficial to the people of
England as a proteective tariff is beneficial to the people of the
United States—Russia is the only country that is a large
producer of agricultural products that does not provide for
heavy tariff duties on her agricultural products. I admit
that any country which produces a large surplus will be,
to a certain extent, dependent on the world's market for the
price of her products, but in a country where the consumption
equals production there can be no guestion about the benefit
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_of a protective tariff on the products of the farm as well as the
products of the factory.

The title of this bill reads, “To reduce tariff duties and to
provide revenue for the Government, and for other purposes.”
The duties have not only been reduced, but on eertain articles
and on one certain schedule—the agricultural schedule—the
duties have been practically removed. I believe I may be per-
mitted to say that there is no protection to the farmer in this
bill. The tariff duties remaining in this bill are certainly not
going to benefit the farmers in the West; a discrimination
seems to have been made between the East and the West. I
do not wish fo array section against section or one class
against another class, but the bill speaks for itself. The farmer
of the West is denied duty on his wheat, but the rice grower
of the South has the benefit of a tariff duty on rice. All
through this bill there is a discrimination against the farmer
of the West. It is manifest that the framers of this bill have
had in view the iden of benefiting the consumer; but who is
the consumer? Statistics prove to us that more than 33,000,000
people live on farms and are actually engaged in the industry
of farming. More than 49,000,000 people live in what is called
the rural ‘districts. Only about 42,000,000 live in cities that
have more than 2,500 population, so that a majority of the
consumers live in the country and not in the city.

The farmer is not only a large consumer of food products,
but a heavy purchaser of all kinds of manufactures. He must
buy his wearing apparel, as well as the consumer in the city.
It may be admitted that the consumer in the city uses large
sums of money for luxuries, such as theaters, wines, liquors,
and beer. It is natural, of course, that the farmer has in-
curred the enmity of the brewers and liquor trusts because of
his strong support of the cause of temperance. It is perfectly
evident that the farmer is not the brewer’s friend. Is it not
reasonable to believe that if the consumer in the city would
follow the example of the farmer in practicing economy, de-
nying himself of the luxuries just as the farmer of necessity
must do, there would be less reason for complaint about the
“ high cost of living " ?

In my opinion, this tariff bill is not framed on the scientific
principles of either free trade or protection. It is neither
“ fish, fowl, nor herring,” ard I am as firm in my belief as I am
earnest in pleading for certain amendments, that it will not
benefit the consumer, because, to a great extent, it will injure,
if not destroy, the producer.

The decree from the White ITouse has, by the dark-lantern
method in a “ Star-Chamber cauncus,” been ratified by the Demo-
cratic majority, and it is perfectly manifest that any attempt
to amend this bill is as impossible and will have no more con-
sideration than would a popular demand by the common people
of Russia petitioning the Czar for a more popular government.

It is obvious that party solidarity is playing a strong hand in
the making of this bill; on many of the items a vote has been
taken, and after lengthy and intelligent discussions by the
Republicans, and when it has been clearly shown that the bill
should be changed you have voted unanimously to sustain the
action of the majority members of the committee. Judging
from your action and the votes already taken on certain items
in this bill, I believe that you will stick together in solid
phalanx, right or wrong, and no matter what kind of an amend-
ment is presented, whether it is to vote the tariff up or down,
no Senator on that side will dare to break away, but will
follow the plan mapped out for him by his leader, because break-
ing away might be the means of disintegrating party solidarity,
which at the present time is playing such a prominent role
and is of such great importance to the Democratic Party, but
of no value to the country.

T believe there are a few on that side who are smarting under
the party whip, but for fear that it might be said that you are
not good Democrats you fear breaking away. I want to call
your attention to one important fact—that yon won your vie-
tory in the last election by reason of the division in the Re-
publican Party and by reason of your declaration and pretense
that it does not make so much difference to which party we
belong if we are right with the people.

In the Western States, where the Republicans are in an over-
whelming majority, you have for years conducted your cam-
paign upon this demagogic pretense that it is a question of
patriotism and not partisanship. I am not charging you with
anything except what the people of the country will be ready to
sustain me In. I want to say right now that I believe the
people will not again be deceived by your pretense and false
promises, nor by your pretended indifference to party soli-
darity. At any rate, your statements to that effect will not
go unchallenged, because the people are entitled to know the
truth. History will again repeat itself, and the stone that was

laid aside will again be selected as the corner stone of the grand
structure. The Republican Party, which at the last election
was humiliated by the American people, will again be trinm-
phant and reunited upon patriotic, progressive principles as Iaid
down by Abrabam Lincoln. Selfishness and personal ambition |
will not be mistaken for patriotism and progress, for the seed of
envy and deception will find no fertile soil in which to fasten its
destructive roots; certain it is they will find no place in the
hearts of the rank and file of the American people. Under our
changed conditions the people will be the leaders and will select
men to represent them who by their acts have demonstrated
that they believe in the fundamental principles of a people’s
government,

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, I desire to give notice that at
the conclusion of the routine morning businsss to-morrow I
shall address the Senate on the pending Lill.

Mr. CATRON. Mr. President, it appears that the majority
party in Congress propose to enact a tariff law so as to change
the existing law without regard to results. Our country has
been enjoying a higher degree of prosperity under the tariff
law now in force than ever existed previously. Just now while
there is more money per capita in the land (han ever before,
there is a stringency in the money centers due to the proposed
tariff changes and consequent unsettling of business affairs.
The peoplé are discounting the action of Congress, knowing
there is a majority in each Chamber pledged to mrke radical
alterations in the law, so that duties will be imposed for reves
nue only, and that a protection of our industries will be ignored.

The tariff question is far-reaching. It enters into every rami-
fication of business., By its wise administration all kinds of
business will be fostered and advanced. By ‘ts unwise admin-
istration every character of industry will be injuriously affected.
Both private and public credit may be made the objects of its
adverse influence. Business will become torpid, clogged, and
stagnated. We should consider what happenings may be occa-
sioned thereby in the commercial and business circles and af-
fairs of our people and of the Government. What produces the
condition of prosperity we now enjoy? Is it not that those who
are endowed with energy, intelligence, and physical capacity are
availing themselves of favorable cpportunities to forge ahead?
Nearly all are gathering in more of wealth than they expend.
Industrial incomes exceed expenses. The Natior’s income ex-
ceeds its expenses. The large balance of trade in favor of our
country and its business is rapidly enriching our people and con-
stantly pours wealth into their laps. This balance of trade in our
favor amounted to over six hundred milliong for the fiscal year
last past. This is due mainly, if not entirely, to the existing
tariff law, which enables us to build up our industries and not
only supply our wants, but export largely in excess of what we
import. The greatest industry in New Mexico is that of wool
and sheep. It has been said that the sheep and woclen indus-
tries in the United States have existed since the formation of
this Government—that they are not now self-sustaining and
do not furnish enoungh wool to supply this country—that conse-
quently they should not be protected. We do not furnish enough
wool to supply all the wants of the United States.

The amount of wool consumed in this country during the
year 1912 was about 496,000,000 pounds. Of this amount
we produced 304,000,000 pounds and imported about one
hundred and ninety-three and a half million pounds, of which
amount we exported about one million and a half. The
woolen industry of to-day can not be said to be the woolen
industry which has existed since the commencement of our
Government, for the reason that since the aecquisition of the
Louisiana purchase and the territory ceded by Mexico and the
opening up of the West the growing of wool has in a great
measure gravitated to the plains and prairies near to and in
the range of the Rocky Mountains. The sheep raiser who
went there has had much to contend with. First, he had to
meet the savage who was constantly depredating upon and
raiding his flocks. He was compelled to guard against predatory
wild animals. He was far removed from the center of in-
dustry and markets, and was compelled to meet high rates of
freight, sometimes amounting, in early days, to 10 and 15 cents
per pound. The cost of his living was fivefold what it is now.
He was not always able to obtain sufficient labor of a proper
kind to care for his flocks. But he was opening up the great
West, building 1p that portion of the country which was un-
settled and wunoccupied. He was performing the part of a
pioneer—the man who builds countries and empires and lays
the foundation on which to make them grow. During the
Civil War the woolgrowers supplied the loss of cotton, which
had been advanced to over a dollar per pound. Without the
woolgrowers’ aid, the cost of clothing to the Union Army
would have been threefold greater than it was. Can it be
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wondered that the sheep industry, which drifted to the West
under such ecircumstances as this, did not build up as fast or
as rapidly as was anticipated or expected by the people living
in the Eastern States, who did not know that such difficulties
were encountered or to be encountered? The Indian or savage
question has to a certain extent been determined. In deter-
mining it large tracts of land, amounting in many instances
to as much as a thousand acres for every man, woman, and
child of the Indians, have been set apart for their use. The
sheep raiser has been driven from the borders thereof and
prohibited the use of a single blade of grass thereon. He
has been compelled to hunt other and different grazing
grounds. As this indusiry in the West increased and became
more profitable on account of the savage being restrained and
limited in his field of operations, the killing off of wild animals,
and greater facilities for cheaper rates of freight, the wool
business from year to year in that section of the country grew
more prosperous. All portions of the Rocky Mountain region
may be said to be valuable for sheep and Angora goat raising;
the sheep occupy the prairie ranges and slopes of the moun-
tains, the goats go into the rough and rugged hills and amongst
the brush where sheep can not go without loging a portion of
the wool. That portion of the country has not yet filled up to
its full ecapacity. Some portions of it are better adapted to
sheep raising than others. In the northern portion sheep have
to be fed a portion of the year and sheltered. In the southern
portion such is not the rule. The northern sheep, however,
grow larger and quicker and produce a heavier fleece of wool
and in a measure compensate for the extra expense that they
have to bear.

There has been another drawback to sheep raising through
the entire country, and that is just such action as is now being
taken by the party in power, which from time to time as it
acquired control has taken away from the wool and sheep in-
dustry the protection it had against the foreign cheap indus-
tries, forelgn cheap labor, and foreign cheap lands. To-day
the sheep raiser in the West is not only confronted with a large
number of Indian reserves of great area, from which he is
entirely excluded, but he is confronted with various other kinds
of reservations of public land, such as forestry reservations,
which have been established in all of the Western States, some
of them to the extent of at least half the entire area of the
State, and in all of the Western States to the extent of absorb-
ing nearly all of the water which is necessary for the use of
live stock in ranging and grazing. To-day nearly every sheep
owner in New Mexico is compelled to rent lands from the Gov-
ernment for the ranging and grazing of his sheep during those
seasons of the year when there is no rainfall or precipitation.
He is compelled to pay therefor on an average of 12 cents per
head. Some very small herds are able to exist otherwise be-
cause their owners happen to have title to lands where they have
water sufficient to supply such small flocks. The large flock
owners do not own sufficient land on which to range their flocks.
They are compelled to go upon the public domain, where there
is no water except during the rainy season or in the winter.
During the other seasons of the year, when there is no rain or
precipitation, they are compelled to rent from the Government
on the forest reserves for a few months. This has been the
practice for the last 10 years or more. The public domain in
New Mexico is fast being occupied. Water can be found sufli-
ciently near the surface to enable the sheep raiser to pump it
for the use of his flocks, provided he is assured in some way
that he ean have land enough around and near his well at all
times to enable him to get to it and to utilize it. As a rule this
can oot be done; the adjacent lands are generally taken up by
others. There is much of the land in the West which can never
be reduced to practical farming. Dry farming in some localities
has proven a success while they do not have a drought.

The Government has adopted a policy of not allowing a home-
steader to acquire more than 320, and in some loealities not
more than 160 acres of land. These lands have no running
water on them. They must be supplied by precipitation or by
sinking a well and pumping it. This makes it too expensive
for the homesteader to raise a crop or live stock, especially in
view of the fact that when, in the changes occasioned by po-
litical party strife, that party which is now in power gets hold
of the reins of government and endeavors to take away the
protection which the sheep grower has, not only for his sheep
but for his wool, and place him in competition with the cheap
labor of the Argentine Republic and Australia, where there are
no predatory animals, where there are no savages, where ample
ranges can be had and sheep cared for at a minimum ecost.
During such times the number of our sheep is always reduced
in quantity. By the Wilson-Gorman bill wool was placed
upon the free list. Sheep were taxed 20 per cent ad valorem.

This bill puts them on the free list. The number of our sheep
during nearly four years of the existence of that enactment
went down from 52,000,000 to 36,000,000,

The value of sheep in New Mexico went down from $3 per
head to 75 cents per head; the value of wool from 18 cents per
pound to 4 and 5 cents per pound. The number of sheep in New
Mexico was reduced at least one-half. The sheep riser was
discouraged. The small flock owner, not having means beyond
his previous current income to support himeelf and family ade-
quately, was compelled to sell out and dispose of his holdings.
These were naturally purchased by those who were able to com-
mand sufficient cash with which to do it. If he could not find
a purchaser of that kind, he-sold them for mutton, and they -
went to the slaughter pen. In this way one-third of the sheep
of the country at large, which amounted to about 52.000,000, the
same as now, went out of existence, and three-fourths of the
value of the remainder was lost. This loss not only fell upon
the sheep owner, but also upon the State and upon the people
at large. If this bill is carried into law, which it seems the
majority have determined upon, a blow will be given to the
sheep industry which will extinguish it, unless those people
interested in sheep shall do as they did in 1 and 1805—buy
up all the holdings of the small owners and carry the large
flocks into what would be denominated by the majority in power
as a trust or monopoly.

This act is simply an act to create a wool and sheep monopoly,
which will concentrate into the hands of a few most of the
sheep of this country which may be retained from the slaughter
pens. It will not only compel the small holder to sell his sheep,
but it will compel him to sell his farm or his ranch in the West-
ern States. The sheep owners in Ohio and in some of the East-
ern States may be able to retain their property by reason of
the fact that they are in very small flocks upon the farms and
are a mere incident to the conduct of the farm, cared for at
comparatively little additional expense. They are small enough
so that shelter in the winter can be had for them, and clieap
food is accessible. Is it policy to break down this industry
simply because it does not furnish enough wool to supply the
wants of the entire country? That can not be claimed for the
purpose of raising a revenue. Its value is now £250,000.000 for
sheep alone. Do you believe that by breaking down this indus-
try, curtailing the number of sheep in the United States, forcing
our people to go abroad to obtain the manufactured articles or
to obtain wool with which to manufacture will cheapen the cost
of eclothing?

The duty that is now on wool amounts to less than 20 cents
per pound on the scoured product; probably does not exceed 12
or 15 cents per pound, owing to the fact that foreign imported
wools only shrink 45 per cent; and a majority of all the wool
which is imported comes in under the third class and pays duty
mostly at the rate of 4 cents in the grease, some of it at 7 cants,
while nearly two-thirds of that amount is immediately put into
the manufacture of cloth and thus competes with our clothing
wools, which is practically the only kind we produce in the
United States. Assuming that the duty on wool as it now stands
would be as much as 15 cents on the scoured product, and that
9 pounds of scoured wool is more than enongh to make an aver-
age suit of clothes, we have 75 cents in a suit of clothes at the
outside which represents duty. Can it be said that that is a
great reduction in the cost of living? No more than one woolen
suit in a year is used by each individual on the average; not
that much. For an average family of six people that would
bg four dollars and a half. But are we sure that if we put wool
upon the free list we will correspondingly reduce the price of
the manufactured article? W E=y

We have been inveighing in this country against trusts and
monopolies. We know comparatively little about the operations
of trusts and monopolies, when that trust and monopoly is
formed in a foreign country to operate on the outside‘of that
foreign country and in our own borders. We have no means
of controlling it. We can not reach it, except by a tax upon
its products or its property here.

A few years since, on a visit to London, T conferred with one
of the proprietors of the largest wholesale operators in woolen
goods there and informed him that I would like to make some
purchases, His first question to me was, “ Where do you desire
to take them or have them delivered.” T stated in the United
States. He then said, *“ We have an agent in New York from
whom all purchases of our goods must be made. We will not
sell except through him and at the prices which have been fixed
for him there.” I informed him that I knew of his agent, but
that the price which he had fixed on their merchandise was
much above the price which they held in London on the same,
even with the freight to New York and the United States duty
added. In fact, it exceeded it by at least one-third. He stated
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that he knew that, but that that was their privilege. They knew
that we had to have these goods and they would fix their own
price,

I asked him if there was not competition through other
firms. He stated that two other firms on the Continent of
Europe furnished the same kind of articles they did, but that
I could not buy from them because they already had an agree-
ment that no goods should be sold for delivery in America ex-
cept at the prices fixed by their New York agent. He then
stated to me there was not an industry in Europe wherein the
different operators thereof could not be combined within 24
hours to fix a price for delivery in a foreign country, like ours,

- 80 that the same could not be had for less than the fixed price.
The experience of this country has been that when the tariff
duties on different articles which we were furnishing in this
country, but not in suflicient quantities to supply the entire
demand, were reduced below the standard of protection, for-
eign dealers have, as soon as the tariff rate took effect, poured
into our country at a reduced price, large amounts of their
products until they have destroyed our manufactories. They
have gone below a competing price so as to break up the busi-
ness here. As soon as that had been accomplished, they not
only restored the old price, but put it muech higher.

It will not be necessary in this case for the woolgrower in
Australia and Argentina to sell his wool in this country at a
loss. He can bring it here and sell it at 10 cents a pound and
break up every woolen industry we have. Freights for him are
not more than one-half what they are for us. His means of
handling are better. The woolen manufactories are mostly
upon the Atlantic coast and are easily accessible to him. When
the sheep grower can not run his sheep at a profit, he will be
compelled to dispose of his holdings at whatever price he can
get, if he can not look ahead and see there will be a change
in the condition of things and be able to hold his flocks until
such change comes.

1t is said by some that sheep can he raised for mutton. The
sheep in the West can not so be raised profitably. A mutton
sheep requires to be fed. The stock of sheep which is held in
New Mexico is of the merino grade, which is a small sheep
and produces a very little carcass. It costs at least $2 per head
a year to actually care for sheep. If the sheep is sold the first
Fyear you can not realize more than that amount on it.

It has to be freighted to the market; it must be fed up to
make it of a marketable quality; and while it may sell in the
market at Chicago or Kansas City or farther east for $5 or $6
a head, you can not get more than 5 cents a pound at the best
for it on the plains in the West, and the lambs which are pro-
duced never average more than 50 pounds to the head. The
plder sheep do not sell for g0 much per pound as they increase
in age. The prices for their meat depreciates, and yet the
expense for caring for them goes on. It is estimated at least
6,000,000 of our people are depending upon the sheep and
woolen industry in the United States. As said, there are about
52,000,000 sheep in the United States. The raising of wool
necessitates the employment of three men, on an average, for
every 1,500 sheep. This means if all the sheep were in herds
of 1,500 that there would be 100,000 employees thrown out of
employment by the destruction of that industry, but as probably
three-fourths of the sheep are in smaller lierds than that it
means that about 150,000 herders would be thrown out of em-
ployment if the sheep industry should be destroyed by putting
wool and sheep on the free list.

In their program the majority propose to reduce the duty pn
the woolen manufactures at least 50 per cent. This means
now what it meant in 1894 and 1895, the closing up of nearly
every mill—in faet, of every mill where the proprietors have
not the means of holding on for four years longer until the
people, recognizing the outrage which will have been placed
upon tllem by the enactment of this bill into a law, shall turn
the majority out and put those back who will look after their
interests and their welfare in a more substantial way. But in
these manufactories there are now employed about $460,000,000
and about 169,000 employees. It is safe to say that three-
fourths of these employees will be discharged if this bill is
enacted into a law., The remaining one-fourth will have their
salaries reduced at least one-third. The 5,000,000 people de-
pending on wool and its industries will practically have their
means of livelihood eut off. They will have to go out and hunt
labor or starve. If they go into the field of other labor, com-
petition immediately arises. The operator is naturally human;
he is looking out for his own interest and his own welfare;
he will employ labor where he can get it the cheapest, taking
into consideration its efficiency. It will not be difficult to train
factory hands who have been engaged in a business such length
of time as these woolen employees have to engage in any other

enterprise. If it is thought that putting wool upon the free
list and reducing the duty on the manufactured article 50 per
cent will contribute to cheap living, I think that those who have
such belief will find they are mistaken. A foreign monopoly
will intervene and keep the prices up. If it is thought that a
greater revenue may be obtained, that would be more than
doubtful. In order to get a greater revenue you must import
more than double the amount of merchandise of that quality
to make up for the reduction in the rate of duties. When you
do that, what is the result? You send out of the country the
necessary money to purchase the same or to purchase the wool
to make the same. That money is a portion of our wealth,
a wealth which should be permanent and kept permanently
with us, but which will be sent away to pay for this increased
importation. The amount of circulation per capita will by that
means be reduced throughout the entire country.

The 52,000,000 sheep in the United States must be run in
flocks not exceeding 1.800 head to the flock. A flock of 1,500
head is even more profitable. When they get below 1,500 head
the cost of caring for them becomes greater per head. It re-
quires in New Mexico thre~ men to each flock of 1,500 or 1,800
to care for them. They receive to-day an average of $30 per
month for wages, and also receive their board and camping
facilities. Their board will average $20 per month. The wages
and board of each man per year would be $600; for the three
men, $1,800; or about an average of §1 per head per sheep,
which can be safely run in a flock. But this is not all the
expenses of a herd. The owner has to pay the Government 12
cents per head for a range or grazing right. The loss from his
herd is about 15 per cent each year by deaths from predafory
animals and disease and estrays. It costs him about 6 cents
a head to shear his sheep; as much more to attend to the
lambing; 15 cents per head as taxes. He is compelled, if he has
more than one herd, to employ an extra high-priced man, at
§100 per month, to look after all the herds.

He has the expense of 5 cents a fleece for sacking and haul-
ing his wool to market. He has an investment of at least $5
per head on which he should receive, according to the bankable
rates in New Mexico, 8 per cent inerest, which would amount
to 40 cents per head. Not only does he have all these expenses,
but he has a number of other incidental expenses which ean not
be accurately estimated, all amounting to more than $2 per
head per annum. Before he markets his male lambs, he has
the same propertionate expense as to them, amounting to at
least §1 per head, to be deducted from the amount realized on
them. He is also subject to the loss of his entire herd from
drouths, snowstorms, prairie fires, and disease epidemics. It is
not infrequent that whoJe herds have been lost in snowstorms.
During the present year in New Mexico there has been a drouth,
and the average crop of lambs will not exceed 30 per cent.
It is said they will not exceed the number of the amount of
losses of the old sheep, which have died on account of the
drouth, so that practically this year there has been no increase
in the flock which can be sold off as a profit. The wool has
had to pay the whole income.

It has been selling at from 10 to 12 cents during the year, the
sheep averaging not exceeding G pounds per head, or about 66
cents to the head, so that every sheep owner in New Mexico
during the present year has lost at least $1.84 cents on every
head of sheep. These are casualties which happen to the sheep
industry. The income of 1,500 head of sheep is 9,000 pounds of
wool at 11 cents per pound, or $990; 900 lambs, one-half
males, worth $2.50 per head, or $1,125; or a total of £2,025,
while his expenses amount to $4,270. This leaves him a loss
of $2,245 per year against which he has 450 ewe lambs, less
270 old sheep loss, or 180 ewe lambs increase in his flock of
ewes, He has also other depreciations, such as in the use of
bucks and camp supplies. The ewe lambs will be worth $5
per head, or $900 for the 180 increase, leaving his total loss
$1,345 per year, at the value which will be produced by the
present law, but his sheep will not retain their value of $5
per head under this proposed law. It will go down, As time
moves on and the sheep owner improves his financial condition,
he will be able to provide shelter and furnish food for the
winter when required.

The predatory wild animals are being killed off ; lately, how-
ever, New Mexico has been flooded with them by their being
driven over from Texas lands, which have been filled up with
settlements. Better means are provided to guard against dis-
ease. The sheep owner is able from year to year to better care
for his flocks and herds. But under the present bill within a
year or two after it takes effect there will not be more than 250
sheep owners in New Mexico, while to-day there are over 2,500,
owning herds from 250 head to ten and twenty thousand in
quantity. While you are undertaking to reduce the cost of




CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE.

2981

1913.

living by reducing the price of wool and the price of sheep you
are creating a monopoly which is taking away from the poor
man his sheep at an insignificant price and placing them in the
hands of the wealthy or monopolists. This will be the result
with reference to sheep. It will also be the result with reference
to sugar.

New Mexico is not a sugar-producing State at present, owing
to the fact that se have been kept in the condition of a Terri-
tory, where our laws were suobject to be repealed at the will of
Congress and interpreted and administered by men who were
not the choice of the people, but were appointed by an Executive
not acquainted with our conditions and circumstances, and re-
shding 2,000 miles away from us. We have never been able to
induce capitalists te invest their means in sogar plants so as
to ennble us to grow the beets to supply them, for the reason
that while we were a Territory nmo capitalist was willing to
place his money where the laws counld be repealed by a superior
anthority to that which enacted them, as counld have been done
by Congress, leaving no remedy in the conrts or elsewhere.
Since we became n State the attention of capitalists has been
directed to New Mexico, and much inguiry and investigation
hias been had in regard to the availability of the lands of New
Mexico for producing tlre sugar best and manufacturing sugar.
Many eapltalists have been making contracts for the procuring
of the lands so that they conld be nsed for supplying the neces-
sary beets for facteries.

They have also been getting their means ready, and many of
them had already provided means for the erection of sugar-
beet factories in New Mexico at the time the election in No-
vember, 1912, took place. Then the people, acting upon the ex-
perience which they had and the example which had been given
to them by the action of a Democratic Congress and a Demo-
cratic administration which was elected in 1892, absolutely
ceased to make any further advance by way of opening up New
Mexico to beet-sugar culture or to the production of sugar.
Contracts which have been made have been forfeited. Moneys
which have been provided have been otherwise disposed of.
The capitalists have gone in other directions or are holding
their means in safety vaunlts awaiting to have the Democratic
landslide of destruction go by. And he will wait till the end
of four years, until the people at the polls can see the results
of the action of this Congress in passing this bill, when they
will no longer tolerate a party In power to act regardless of the
welfare of the people and in restraint of prosperity. The soils
of New Mexico bave been extensively tested for their capacity
to grow sugar beets, and it has been found that they produce as
tich beets in sugar-preducing gualitics as any solls in the world.

Most all of our soils are composed of the richest mountain
loam, from 3 to 10 feet deep. They have every quality in them
which is necessary to grow the beet which produces the most
sugar, We have a rich and bright sunshine for 300 days in the
year, which it is said adds to the sugar-producing quality of the
beet. It is also claimed that we can produce two to three times
as many beets to the acre in our valleys by reason of the fact
that they have to be irrigated, than can be produced in the
Eastern States, where they rely upon the rainfall. The crop is
absolutely sure and is always of a uniferm gquality. It is true
the cost is greater where rains do not prevail. In our States
ditches have to be dug, water has to be obtained from distant
sources. These ditches have to be kept in repair; men have to
be employed to let the water upon the land and to distribute it
constantly, an expense which does not attach to rainfall. In
a country which would have a steady and constant rainfall,
possibly like the State of Louisiana, to supply its want with
water, without ditches and irrigation and extra labor for that
purpose, they can probably produce the cane sugar as cheaply
as the beet sngar, although they can not produce as much to the
acre.

There is no conflict between the ecane producer and the beet-
sugar producer. We use in the United States about 7.966,000,000
pounds of sugar annually. Of this amount we produce in the
continental United States 1,022,840,000 pounds, and we bring in
from Porto Rieco, Hawali, and the Philippines 2375325000

' pounds, making a tetal of about 4,208,165,000 pounds which the
United States and its dependencies produce and about 3,668.-
368,000 pounds which we import from foreign countries. In
1800 we produced in continental United States 301,000,000
pounds of cane sugar and 5,000,000 pounds of beet sugar. Since
that time the eane sugar, which has increansed with some varia-
tions annually, has gained steadily until it has reached 728,-
000,000 pounds. The beet-sugar industry has advanced steadily
each year until it has reaclied 1,200,000,000 pounds, the cane-
sugar increase during the last year being nearly 14,000,000
pounds. It has been said that this Industry has existed and
had protection for 100 years and has not succeeded in produc-

ing as much sngar as we require. We respectfully submit that
an increase of nearly 150 per ceat in the cane-sugar industry in
the last 20 years shows a very respectable increase, one that
should not be deemed an industry which is lagging behind.

We also submit that an increase from 5,000,000 pounds of beet
sugar to 1,200,000,000 pounds, an increase of 2,400 per cent in
20 years, is an very respectable showing. Xach of these indus-
tries has increased much faster than the growth of pepulation
or the increase of general wealth in the country, there being
such an increase in the last 20 years of the two. (Can it be said
that this is an industry that ought not to be fostered or ought
not to be helped, when it is making such extraerdinary strides
toward presperity and toward furnishing the wants of the whole
people? Every pound of sagar. we intreduce from abroad we
have to send away money to pay for it, which is loss to us.
Every pound of sagar that we produce in the United States
saves {hat much money from going abroad and retaius it for
circulation and for use in the general development and progress
of our couniry. Germany, which is a large beet-sugar produc-
ing country, pays a bounty for every pound of sugar experted
by her pesple. The beet-sugar industry has not existed in the
United States in any appreciable degree more than 20 years,
and, in fact, so that it could be felt in the market, more than
13 years.

In the year 1900 it reached the amount of 163,000,000 pounds.
That same year cape sugar produced 333,000,000 peunds. In
the year 1500 we consumed in the United States 4,477,000,000
pounds of sugar, and we supplied only about I1,100.000.000
pounds on the continent, and from Porto Rico, Hawaii, and the
Philippines less than one-fourth. So that it will be seen that
the sugar indusiry is growing much faster than the consump-
tion. We must in time supply all the sugar we consunre, and
that time is not far distant. We have area enough in the
United States of the best sugar-beet producing lands, not oniy
to supply the present wants of the United States, but what we
will need probably for hundreds of years to come. It is stated
by prominent Senators of the mmajority that they know that
placing sugar upon the free list will destroy the industry. That
can not be advocated either in the interest of revenue nor in
the interest of cheapening the product. I you destroy four bil-
lions and a half of pounds of the product produced in the
United States, we will have to import it from foreign countries.
The labor which is necessary to produce it here will be thrown
out of employment. To-day our laborer bas not only to com-
pete with the cheaper labor of Germany, but the German la-
borer gets a bonus from the Government for his work.

The capltal amounting to hundreds of millions of dollars
which is invested in it will go to ruin as it is not fitted for any
other purpose. The lands which are now occupied by them
may be occupied by something else, but whether it will be as
profitable will have to be ascertained by an experiment.

It is =aid that the balance of trade, when in our favor to any
considerable amount, shows prosperity, and certainly it must
help to produce prosperity.

In the year 1893, namely, for the fiscal year commencing July
1, 1893, and extending to June 30, 1884, the imports exceeded the
exports by about $19,000,000. This was a year in which the
majority party now in power had the entire administration of
the Government, including the President and a majority in both
Houses of Congress and every Cabinet position. They had
come into power on the 4th of March before that year com-
menced. It is claimed that the Wilson-Gorman bill, which was
enacted in 1894, had no influence upon the panie which was pre-
vailing during that time, but that the panic had commenced
some 13 or 14 months prior to the enactment of the Wilson-
Gorman bill.

A claim of that kind certainly is made without reference to
the intellizence of the business people in this country. The
Democratic Party went into power under the election held in
November, 1892, on a platform almost identical with the plat-
form which was adopted at Baltimore and under which they
have gone into power again, especially on that portion of it
which refers to the tariff. They having been elected, of course,
on a platform of that kind and pledged to carry it out, the
American people and the American business men then looked
forward to the resmlts which were going to happen. They were
like John Hay says about the engineer, Jim Bladso, on the
Prairie Belle, when she was afire, when he said:

¥ I'll hold her nozzle agin the bank
'Till the last galoot's mshore.

And Hay says:

And they all had trost in his cussedness
And knew he would keep his word.

The American business man in 1803 had trust in the cussed-

ness of the Democratic Party, and knew they would keep their
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word. They discounted what you would do, and they did not
make any mistake. You did, then, exactly what you said you
were going to do.

The result was that in anticipation of what you were going
to do, relying upon it, having trust in your cussedness, a panic
was commenced in this country which eulminated after the en-
actment of the Wilson-Gorman law, in the greatest sacrifice of
wealth and prosperity that has ever been known in the history
of any country. It is true that at that time the conditions of
the country were not as prosperous as they are now. It may
be that you will be enabled to enact this law in carrying out
yvour cussedness, but you can not do it without producing a
stringency in business, without creating trouble financially. In
fact, as it was in 1803, we are beginning now to feel the effects
of this proposed law. To-day stocks in the market have a down-
ward tendency. The banks have their vault doors close shut
against the man who is asking aid to enable him to invest in
new business or carry on the old. The great prosperity that
exists now may prevent, and I hope will prevent, a paniec such
as that of 1804, But you can not throw out of employment the
wage earners who will be thrown out by this bill and cause
them to compete with others who are holding positions, without
creating great want and a great dimunition in the amount of
wages.,

What use is the cheap cost of living to the wage earner if he
hias not the means with which to pay it? If you are going to
fix it so that he will lose what he has, entirely, or a large por-
fion of it, by the reduction of a third or a half of his income,
simply to reduce his living expenses, that will add nothing to
his prosperity, to his business, or to the happiness and com-
fort of his family. They must live, they must exist, they must
have some comforts. Will you take away from them all of the
conveniences of life and throw them into want? You will do
it by the enactment of this law, unless something else may in-
tervene. The only thing that will prevent you from bringing
on a more destructive panic than that of 1894 will be the good
sense of our people, their present state of prosperity, the fact
that most of them have a surplus of means on which they can
draw, the fact that they will look forward to the time when
another party will take your place in the administrative and

legislative branches of this Government and restore to the peo-

ple the capacity to reclaim the prosperity which they now have,
and which you will have destroyed or greatly damaged.

Wool and sugar are not the only features of this bill to which
I desire to call attentlon. New Mexico is also a mineral-pro-
ducing State, not as great as several others of the Western
States, but still possessing within her borders great mountain
ranges filled with mineral of all kinds. No duties are imposed
upon gold, silver, and copper, when imported. The precious
wetals do not need protection. They have the same value the
world over. No law could be passed to make them possess a
different value, except in a coined state as money. Copper is
furnished in this country in greater abundance than any other
and is easier extracted and marketed. But New Mexico and
various other Western States produce zinc and lead. These
articles are also produced in some of the Eastern States, like
Missouri and Illinois. Probably the greatest amount is pro-
duced near the western border of Missouri and the eastern
border of Kansas. Under the existing law there is 11 cents
duty per pound on the lead in the ore which may be imported.
There is a duty of 1 cent a pound upon all zine in the ores which
carry as much as 25 per cent. There is a heavy freight rate
from New Mexico to the east as far as Kansas City on lead
and zine ores,

Unless the ores are high grade, it is almost impossible to
carry them to the reduction works. Smelters have been estab-
lished at Pueblo, Colo., and El Paso, Tex., to which points nearly
all the zine and lead ores extracted from the mines of New
Mexico must be carried. The rates of freight for these hauls
are very great. As the zinc and lead must be shipped in ore,
the rate of freight necessarily is very high when applied to
the amount of actual metal therein. Lead and zine ores run
from 10 to 40 and 50 per cent. Zinc is worth in the market
to-day about 5 cents a pound and lead about 4 cents a pound.
The freight from the mines in New Mexico to any of the
smelters must equal at least 1 cent a pound, or about 20 per
cent of the value of lead or zinc. The largest deposits of zine
and lead in the United States, probably, are found at the mines
near Joplin, in Missouri and Kansas. They have the advantage
of being in large bodies, close to the Bast, and with good rail-
road facilities and cheap transportation. They have fully the
benefit of 1 cent a pound by way of freight over the New
Mexico inetals. Yet when the metals of New Mexico get in the
market they do not bring to the owner any more than the metals
from Joplin, Mo.

The House of Representatives placed a duty in this bill of
10 per cent upon the metal in the zine ore, to be determined at
the port of entry. The Senafe committee has increased that
amount to 12} per cent ad valorem, while the duty under the
present law was equal to an ad valorem of 46.64 per cent.
In 1910 we imported zinc to the value of $608,476. This was
before it was known what policy of the Demoeratic Party might
be installed with the present administration in power. Dut
from the 1st of July, 1912, to the 80th of June, 1913, the im-
portations were only $77,672 in value of zine in the ore. These
figures show that the people long before the session of this
Congress had begun to realize what would happen; that zinc
ores would be reduced in value by taking off the duty. No
greater supply was imported than was needed. The supply
which was on hand was disposed of. The duty on lead of ail
kinds under the present law when it exceeded 3 per cent is
14 cents per pound on the lead contained in the ore. 'The
House in this bill put a half a cent per pound on the lead
and the Senate increased the same to three-fourths of a cent,
just exactly half of the rate that is in effect under the pres
ent law.

Under the present law, in 1910, there was imported lead to
the value of $145426, and in 1912 lead only to the value of
$22735. The duty under the present law is the equivalent of
55 per cent ad valorem. Under the proposed bill as it passe:d
the House it was equivalent to.20 per cent ad valorem, and as -
now in the Senate is equivalent to 30 per cent ad valorem,
scarcely more than one-half of the duty which exists under the
present law. But, again, these figures show that the lead pro-
ducer and lead dealers are looking to the future and to the
present enactment. It shows that there is a falling off in the
importations of seven-eighths of the amount. This means that
the dealers are laying in no additional stock, but are getting rid
of their old supply. They are expecting this bill to reduoce
the values, and, as a consequence, they desire to get the hene-
fit of the cheaper product. It is estimated that the increase
in the importation of the lead ores will reach $1.600.000 in
value, as against the importations amounting to $582,194 for
last year under the present law, or that the importations will
be about three times the amount during the present fiscal year
they were during the last fiscal year.

This means that we will have to expend $1,000,000 over il
above what we spent during the last fiscal year for lead. ‘'U'hifs
extra amount will have to be paid. out of the moneys of our
country and sent abroad to remain there, and is an item of evi-
dence as to what the present tariff will do toward keepinz up
the prosperous times existing under the present lawv. The cur-
rent rate of wages of a lead or zine miner in the Stete of New
Mexico is about $3. If three-fourths of a cent is taken off the
value of lead, it can not compete with any other lead in the
United States nor with the lead of any foreign country. 'There
is not that much margin on it. If 34.14 per cent ad valorem is
deducted from the duty cn zine in New Mexico; that is, nearly
three-fourths of the present duty, we will be unable to compete
with zine in any foreign country. The business must close up.
The present troubled condition in the Republic of Mexico makes
it practically impossible for any cres to be brouglt from that
country, yet there are zinc and lead reducing plants stationed
at El Paso on the border of Mexico for the purpose of receiving
the ores of New Mexico, Arizona, and Old Mexico. Zinc and
lead ores from Old Mexico, if peace was prevailing there, could
be furnished to the El Paso smelters at one-half the cost they
could be furnished in New Mexico or other parts of the United
States, owing to the cheap labor in Old Mexico, which runs
from 12} cents to $1 a day for ordinary labor.

One of these plants has been compelled to close up because
of two facts: One, the condition of Mexico, and because of this
it is impossible for them to get ore enough to supply their plant;
another, agitation of the tariff bill which threatens to almost
certainly reduce the tariff on ores tc such an extent that the
New Mexico and Arizona ores can not be handled There is no
certainty that these smelters will resume business. The pas-
sage of this bill will close every lead and zine mine in New
Mexico and Arizona, and probably those in Colorado. It is
claimed by the majority that lead aud zine are mined by
laborers at o wage of about $1.55 per day. That is the claim
made in the letter of the gentleman from Providence, . I,
which was placed in the Recorp a few days ago by the Senator
from Mississippi [Mr. Wircriams].

I have wired to the cashier of the Joplin National Banlk, at
Joplin, Mo,, to obtain the current wages of ziuc and lead winers
there and have a telegram from him saying:

Answering telegram to-day, wages of miners in this distriet now run
about as follows: Ground men, classifled as shovelers, $3 to $5 per day,
depending on number of cans of dirt filled at rate of 7 to 8 cents per
can. Machine men, $2.75. per day; helpers, $2.50; trackmen, $2.75;
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tub hookers, $3 to $3.50; top men, classified as .oistermen, $2.75 to $3

rer doy ; jig men, $25 per week ; engineers, $2.75 to $3 and $3.50 per day ;

lacksmiths, $3; screen men, $2.25 to $2.50. ‘These wages about

average on present prices of zinc with ore at $45 to $50; wages prob-

ably 20 cents higher per man per day.
. _J. E. CARMEN, Cashier.

Also I wired fo Mr. C. T. Brown, of Socorro, N. Mex,, the
largest zine and lead operator in New Mexico, for the current
wages there, and have a telegram from his clerk saying:

Mr, - Brown out In field; impossible to catch him for several days.
We pay timbermen and machine men $4.50 and $4; miners, $4 to $3;
muckers, $2.75 to $2 per shift of eight hours.

C. E. MorrerT, Clerk.

These telegrams do not bear out the calculations made by the
gentleman in Providence, R. I, which was printed in the
Itecorp of July 28, on page 3124. According to the rates shown
by the cashier of the bank at Joplin, Mo, if the calculations
of the Providence expert were correct, the wage earners at
Joplin, who, he says, are about 70 per cent of the whole in the
United States, wounld more than exhaust the whole amount paid
for wages and the other one-fourth would get nothing or have
to pay something from their pockets to the Joplin wage earner.
This shows the criticism of the Senator from Utah on that com-
munieation must be correct.

The duty of the present bill may be of benefit to the lead
mines in Joplin, Mo., and Kansas, because it will remove from
them competitors who now compel them to keep their ores down
to a reasonable dividend condition. If they have no competi-
tors, the country at large will be at their mercy, or, at least,
at theirs and those who are in the Mississippi Valley, who
may combine to make the market as they will. To-day the lead
and zine mines in the Rocky Mountain region keep down the
prices of lead. Can it be possible that Senators are legislating
in the immediate interest of their own State to the Injury of
others? It would seem so by the way the duties are being
fixed by the Senate on those two products.

Time will demonstrate. There are other products in New
Mexico which will be affected by the tariff, among them coal
and lumber, of which New Mexico has large quantities. No
coal or lumber comes into New Mexico to compete in our indi-
vidual markets, for the reason that we supply much more than
our home market and ship out of the State both lumber and
conl. New Mexico supplies most of the coal market of Arizona
and southern California and a large portion of northern Texas.
By taking the duty off of coal, the markets New Mexico has may
be invaded by foreign producers. Australian coal can be
brought across as ballast and delivered at San Diego and
Los Angeles, without a duty, cheaper than the New Mexico
coal. In fact, it can be brought into Arizona and there com-
pete sharply with the New Mexico product. Coal from other
countries, especially from Nova Scotia, will be brought into our
country on the eastern coast and drive back the supply of coal
that is now shipped from the interior to the Atlantic seaboard.
The railroads along the line of the Atlantic coast and all sea-
going vessels will get théir supply from the foreign product.
This will necessarily drive the coal in the Allegheny Mountains
and in the Mississippl Valley farther west to find a market or
close up their mines, or at least curtall their output to such an
extent that they will be compelled to discharge large num-
bers of their employees and throw them upon the world with-
out means of support, as beggars for a living.

In the years 1804, 1895, and 1896 nearly every woolen mill,
nearly every spindle in the United States, was standing still: no
fires were burning in the furnaces; the chimneys were dead and
smokeless; people were without employment, without substan-
tial clothing, and without a sufficient means of support; money
could not be had from the banks; business was at a standstill.
Would you produce by the passage of this bill a similar condi-
tion? I pray that the bill may not pass, and that if it does pass
a different condition may result. It has been said that the
tariff of 1804 did not produce the panic. The people anticipated
the passage of that act. They relied upon the declarations of
the party which went into power. The force of those declara-
tions took effect upon them immediately. Upon the result of
the election being known times grew hard, money tight, business
began to be drawn in, people began to prepare for hard times.

When the Wilson-Gorman bill was passed the panic was prac-
tically on. But it was a panic of anticipation, growing out of
the declarations of the party in power then; the same party
which is In power now. That condition of things continued until
the election of McKinley and a Republican Congress, under a
declaratior that they would inaugurate a tariff for protection
and restore the prosperity. Again the people, before McKinley
could call the Congress together or take action, discounted the
condition of things; prosperity commenced to show itself long
before the enactment of the Dingley law; business grew better;

the idler obtained work; credit was extended; money began to
circulate ; business life sprang up.

When the tariff was lowered by the enactment of the Wilson-
Gorman bill times grew hard. When the Wilson-Gorman bill
was repealed and the Dingley bill enacted hard times censed;
losses were stopped ; prosperity commenced; labor was had; the
manufactories started up; money circulated ; people were able to
obtain better clothing and better fcod; the world looked better,
seemed better, and was better. The act passed by a Republican
Congress and approved by a Republican President, providing
for $300,000,000 emergency fund, may save us from the worst
features of a panic. Such fund has been placed in the hands of
the Secretary of the Treasury with power to use the same for
protection against financial distress. He can use it to break
down a threatened or impending run upon the banks. He can
use it to supply currency which may be needed to meet ex-
traordinary contingencies—such contingencies as may grow and
develop out of the disturbances arising from the effects of this
bill if enacted into a law. That fund and the experience which
the people now have, gained from a knowledge severely earned
by experience under the Wilson-Gorman bill and its workings,
may save the country from as great disaster as existed in 1804
and 1895, DBut even all these things ean not prevent financial
troubles and difficulties. They can not prevent a stringency in
the money market and a tightening up and slumping of the
business of the country if this bill becomes a law. They can
not make it possible to keep a large balance of trade in the face
of the proposed enactment. Such will have the effect to mini-
mize business interests in this country, to compel the people
having such business to close down or curtail their trangactions
here and in foreign countries, our dealers to go abroad and pur-
chase in outside mwarkets those things which should be manu-
factured at home and disposed of here as well as exported.

It can not prevent the expenditures of large volumes of money
abroad or in foreign markets which should be kept at home
and made to belp our own markets. The more you reduce the
tariff, the easier you make it possible for the foreign producer
to compete more favorably with our manufacturers and pro-
ducers; the more you will enable him to take from our markets,
carry away from our shores the moneys which now circulate
among the people; the more you will caunse thereby to be im-
ported from abroad and the less you will enable our people-to
produce so as to send abroad into foreign trade. You will
cause less exportation and vastly inerease the importation.
You will have to more than double the imports in order to get
the revenuc on such decreased rate of duty. You can not ex-
pect that it will be even possible to evade the importation of
foreign products into the United States to the extent of double
the amount we now import, for which extra amount we will
have to send the cash to pay for them. You can not expect
when our manufactories and business shall be curtailed or
destroyed that we will be able to furnish the same amount of
products to ship to foreign countries in order to obtain ihe
amount of moneys which have been flowing for the last 20 years
into our treasuries. If you are infatuated with an idea that yon
can do that, it is well for you to stop and think, If you de-
stroy four and one-half billion pounds of sugar product, which
we produce, and compel our people to buy that amount in for-
eign markets, where does the money come from which is to
purchase it? What will fill its place? If you destroy two
hundred and fifty millions worth of sheep, or their woelen prod-
uct, what will take its place, except wool and woolen goods
from foreign markets? If you reduce the duty one-half or
more on woolen manufactures, if the amount of importation
should not be increased, you will lose one-half of the duties
now collected. If you place wool on the free list you will lose
all the duties on that, amounting to about fourteen millions
and a half per year. If you put sugar on the free list you
will lose fifty-two millions a year collected as duties thereon.

These are not all the articles on whieh you are reducing the
duty to any great extent. You will lose on them the amonunt
corresponding to the duties now existing and necessarily must
increase the amount of importations in order to make up the
full complement of income.

Yon claim that the income tax will make up for the loss on
wool and sugar. Possibly it will. The income tax, however,
is an experiment. While good financiers may form some ap-
proximation as to the amount which will be received thereby,
you must wait for its operations. You must see how much the
income of individuals will be divided up among families to get
the amount of exemption; how much may be applied for the
various kinds of losses which they are allowed to charge off';
how much the conscience of the individual may be tested and
stretched in order to enable him to reduce the amount to . be
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paid to a minimum. The people in this country are not unlike,
in the main, the people of any other civilized country. They
all have the same failings, the same human instinets, the same
desire to obtain and retain wealth and fortune. You have
got to meet these attributes of the man and find how well he
can stand the test which this bill, under the incoie-tax pro-
vision, will impose on his conscience.

It seems to me that this bill, in prineciple, is keeping up the
policy heretofore indulged in by Congress and every adminis-
tration agninst the West ; that is, depriving it of everything pos-
sible, for the aid of the East.

- Our principal products outside of gold and silver are sugar,
coal, lumber, lead, zinc, and cereals, nearly all of which go
onto the free list, and those which do not have the duty reduced
from two-thirds to three-fourths.

Do you think we in the West can endure privation and pov-
erly more than those in the East? Do you think as a reward
for the loss of kindred and friends by the slaunghter of the same
and the destfuction of their means of livelihood by savages we
are used to such things and do not need consideration or help?
I am not prepared to believe such is the fact.

Mr., SIMMONS. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a
quorum,
© The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from North Carolina
sulggests the absence of a quorum. The Secretary will eall the
roll.

The Secretary called the roll, and the following Senators an-
swered to their names:

Ashurst Gallinger Martin, Va. Bhively
Bacon Gronna Martine, N. J. Simmons
Borah Hitcheock Norris Smith, Ariz
Brady Hollis Oliver Smith, Md.
Bristow Hughes Overman Smith, 8. C.
Bryan James Page moot
Burton Johnson, Me., Penrose Sterling
Catron Johnston, Ala, Perkins tone
Chamberlain Jones Pittman Sutherland
Chilton Kenyon Poindexter Swanson
Clapp Kern Pomerene Thomas
Clark, Wyo. . La Follette Reed Thompson
Crawfo Lane Sanlsbury Thornton
Cummins Lea Shafreth Vardpman
Dilingham Lewis Sheppard Wals

Fall Lodge Sherman Williams

Mr. BACON. 1 wish to announce that my colleagune [Mr.
Saira of Georgin] has been unavoidably called away from the
city this afternoon.

Mr. JAMES., On behalf of my collengne [Mr. BraprLeY], I de-
sire to state that he is unavoidably absent from the city.

Mr. THORNTON. I desire to announce that the junior Sen-
ator from New York [Mr. 0'GorMmaN] is unavoidably absent to-
day.

Mr. GROXNA. I wish to announce that my colleague [Mr.
?I({‘:;:-mm] is necessarily absent on account of illness in his
amily.

° Afr. BRYAN. I desire to announce that my colleague [Mr.
Frercmer] is necessarily absent to-day. He is paired with the
Junior Senator from Wyoming [Mr. WARReN].

The VICE PRESIDENT. Sixty-four Senators have an-
swered to the roll call. A quorum of the Senate is present.

Mr. GALLINGER. Let the amendment be stated, Mr. Presi-

dent.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will state the pend-
ing amendment.

The Secrerary. The pending amendment, offered by the
senior Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. GALLiNger], is at the
top of page 29, as follows: In line 1 strike out “25™ and insert
in lien thereof “35,” and in line 2 strike out “3" and insert
“6,” so that, if amended, the paragraph will read:-

101. Freestone, granite, sandstone, limestone, lava, and all other
stone suitable for use as, monumental or buil stone, except marble,
R I R R A
v;']egf-ezln;i; ognng:anu.fuctured, or not dressed, hewn, or ml!& 6 cents
per cubic foot.

Mr. GALLINGER. Mr, President, believing that the rates of
duty in the bill as it came from the Committee on Finance
would work very great injury to the granite industry of the
zountry, the senior Senator from Vermont [Mr. DILLINGHAM]
offered an amendment restoring the duties of the present law.

That amendment was rejected. I then offered an amendment
proposing a reduction of 20 per cent from existing rates, and
that amendment was rejected. Laboring under a misapprehen-
gion, I moved to strike out the paragraph, and that motion
was very properly negatived.

1 have now offered an amendment proposing a reduction of 30
per cent from the amount named in the bill for manufactured
granite and 40 per cent of unmanufactured granite, and while
it may be a vain hope, I have a slight hope that the Senators

on the other side may see the justice of the amendment I have
offered and agree to it

I desire to speak very briefly on the amendment I have pro-
posed and to present some statistics that will, at least, be of
historical interest, if they do not materially contribute to the
discussion.

In 1909 there were 707 different enterprises engaged in the
manufacture of granite in the United States. There were 826
quarries, The capital invested was $25422.307. The expenses
of operation, and so forth, were $16,192,138. The wages paid
were $12,181,727. The value of the product was $18.997,976. The
total number of persons engaged was 22,211, and the number of
wage earners was 20,561

Of the entire industry New England had 316 distinet enter-
prises, being 45 per cent of the whole. She had a capital in-
vested of $12.842 980, which was abont 45 per cent of the whole.
She paid wages to the amount of $6,098,280, being 50 per cent
of the whole. The value of her products was $9,497,135, being
50 per cent of the entire producticn, and her wage earners
were 45 per cent of the entire number. These figures are for
the New England States.

New Hampshire has not a very large stake in this matter,
and yet it is of very considerable consequence to our little
State. BShe has 40 different enterprises. Forty-six guarries
are being operated. The capital invested in 1909 was $891,030.
The expenses of operation were $1,053,085. The wages paid were
$880,762. The value of her products was $1,215,461. The num-
ber of persons engaged was 1,355, and the number of wage
earners engaged, 1,305.

Turning to the Mineral Resources of the TUnited Siates,
1911, I find these fizures as to the value of the granite produced
in the United States, and also in the State that I in part
represent :

Granite produced in the United States.

In 1907 i¥ i --——- $18,084, 708
In 1908 18, 420, 080
In 1909 19, 581, 507
In 1910 it S x 20, 541, 967
In 1911__ 21, 891, 878

New England produces practically 50 per cent of the entire
amount year by year.
Gronite produced in New Hampsehire.

In 1907-- R $0647, 721
In 1908 867, 028
In 1509 = 1, 215, 461
In 1910 1,239, 656
In 1911 1,017, 272

In addition to these figures I have a statement showing the
value of granite, trap rock, sandstone, limestone, and marble
used for various purposes in 1910 and 1911, which is of statis-
tical interest, and I shall ask fo have it inserted without reading.

The VICE PRESIDENT. If there is no objection, it will be
s0 ordered. The Chair hears none.

The matter referred to is as follows:

Vaiue of granite, trap rock, sandstone, limestone, and marble wsed jor
various purposes in 1910 and 1911.

1510.
Bullding | FIR Flag Paving | Crushed
= v
Kinds. (m'd (rough s?d stone, | Curbstome. | PP oK Shone
Granite......| §5,000,313 | $4,716,561 | $44,338 | $1,019,520 | 82,893,772 | 4, 208,112
Trap rock... Ly B AT | SR Rt e 225,045 | 5,984,008
Sandstone. .. 881,602°|  sp9505 | 1,406,153
we“‘ 807 165, 781 464,837 | 15,005,302
Total..| 16,105,856 | 6,887,542 | 730,224 | 2,067,212 | 4,413,849 | 27,264,533
1911
Granite......| $6,385,370 | 84,265,773 | 824,040 $975,104 | $2,787,713 | 84,346,547
Traprock... SLAN et e e E s 197,477 | 5,877,447
s T e 749, i 1,%730 g% 1&@_&;.@#
Marble......| 2,910,267 | 2,621,203 |.umrneniferaannnrnnaie SRR e L
Total._| 16,426,341 | 6,886,086 | BOL 653 | 2,258,757 | 4,157,254 | 28,406, 425

Mr. GALLINGER. Mr. President, the value of granite rep-
resented nearly 28 per cent of the total value of stone in 1911.
The increase in value was from $20,541,967 in 1910 to $21.-
301,878 in 1911, an increase of $840,911. Granite for building
and crushed stone increased in value, but there was a decrense
in the value of granite for monumental work, curbing, flagging,
and paving.

Rough granite for monumental work, granite sold dressed for
monumental work, granite for paving blocks, crushed granite
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for roads, railroad ballast, and concrete, and granite for miscel-
laneous purposes not specified in the returns, increased in value;
rough granite for building purposes, granite sold dressed for
building purposes, and granite sold for rubble, riprap, curbing,
and flagging showed a decrease. Fourteen States each produced
granite valued at more than $500,000 in 1911, in the following
order: Vermont, Massachusetts, Maine, California, Wisconsin,
Washington, New Hampshire, Rhode Island. Georgia, Maryland,
Minnesota, North Carolina, Oregon, and Connecticut. Of these
States the first seven produced granite valued at more than
$1,000,000 each, and six of them, Vermont, Massachusetts, Cali-
fornia, Washington, Rhode Island, and Connecticut, showed an
increase in the value of the output.

Now, Mr. President, I do not desire to say anything further
at this time on this question. The amendment I offer now
proposes a decrease of 30 per cent from the rate fixed in the
Senate bill, from 50 per cent on manufactured granite to 35 per
cent, and a decrease of 40 per cent on unmanufactured granite,
from 10 cents to 6 cents per cubic foot. It is a very large re-
duction and it is a recognition freely made that, in my judg-
ment, this product can stand a considerable reduction from the
terms and rates of the existing law.

The matter is of very considerable interest to some of us. It
touches particularly five New England States that have been for
a long time engaged in this industry, and that have great pride
in the industry, producing as good granite as there is in all the
world. Those States are in open and active competition with
themselves and in open and active competition with all other
States in the American Union that produce granite. They are
furnishing the product at a price that does not give them very
large profit to-day, and if the bill as it is now proposed shall
be enacted into law it may entirely destroy that profit; at
least it will very materially affect the industry itself.

I will content myself, Mr. President, now by asking for the
yeas and nays on the amendment 1 have offered, repeating the
faint hope that our Democratic friends may see the justice of
the amendment and give it a majority.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The yeas and nays are called for
by the Senator from New Hampshire on the amendment pre-
sented by him. :

Mr. HOLLIS. Mr. President, I shall be obliged to vote
against this amendment. My family has been engaged in the
stone industry in Massachusetts and New Hampshire for many
generations—for over 100 years. It is well known in New
Hampshire that my family is so engaged. But I have received
1o protest or complaint of any sort against the reduction sug-
gested by the bill, except from one manufacturer in the western
part of the State.

I have heard this matter discussed for years, and it is not
the opinion of the manufacturers of granite or of the owners
of granite quarries in New Hampshire that they are materially
helped by the present rate. They realize that many duties on
articles they consume have been reduced in their interest, and
they believe that they should take their share of the reduction.

Granite is so bulky that there is very little of it imported.
Now and then some one wants a Secotch granite monument
or headstone; and if some widow or widower or daughter wants
a Scotch granite headstone instead of a domestic one, there is
no reason why that mourner should not have it without paying
-a large tariff rate.

I know of no demand to have the present tariff rate kept
up. There is substantial competition among the different pro-
ducers of granite all over the country.

It was asked the other day how they could tell the difference
between granite that is intended for monumental and building
purposes and those stones which are not. I will say that it is
80 expensive to work a quarry and ship stone that none of our
granite is used for building and monumental purposes unless
it is what they call good color, and good color and clear stock
are very readily recognized. The only poor color and poor
stock that is quarried and transported at all is for the pur-
poses of edging and paving. So it is very easy to tell the
difference.

For the reasons that I have suggested, Mr. President, I shall
vote against the reductions suggested by my colleague.

Mr. STONE. Mr, President, I had intended to make some ob-
servations in reference to the pending amendment, but I think
the two New Hampshire Senators have sufficiently debated the
question, and I ask for a vote.

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President, I simply want to say that
my State, as well as the State of New Hampshire, is quite a
large producer of granite. I believe there are only eight States
in the Union that produce more than North Carolina. We pro-
duced in 1910 nearly 1,000,000 tons. ;

Like the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. Horris], I have
heard of no complaint from my State about this matter, and I
do not now recall that we have had any from any source. I am
not quite sure about that, however. I have not examined the
testimony to see, but I do not recall anyone who has spoken to
me about it or anyone who appeared before the subcommittees
while I was present.

I rather think, Mr. President, that the apprehension of our
friends the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. GALLINGER]
and the Senator from Vermont [Mr, Pace] is without founda-
tion. The Senator from Vermont had great apprehension with
reference to competition from Canada. I sent for the book
that corresponds to our geological survey of the natural re-
sources of the country, published by the British Government,
and I can not find that there is any granite of any consequence
produced in Canada except in Quebec. That is where all the
granite that need to be feared, I suppose, by New England
would come from,

I find that in 1908 there were produced in Quebec only
30,000 cubie yards of granite, and that it was valued at 51,000
pounds. According to the caleulation I have made, that is 30
cents a cubie foot, which seems to me very much higher than
the price of granite here.

But what I was purposely getting at was some little statistics
with reference to competition existing now in New England
between the different States where granite is produced. I think
the real thing that they need up in New England is some liftle
protection against each other. I have here the Mineral Re-
sources of the United States, giving the production and the
price of granite for building purposes and for monumental
?uﬁrﬁo%s in the States of Vermont and Maine, and this is what

d:

In 1910 the walue of granite for building purposes in Ver-
mont was 57 cents per cubie foot in the rough. In Maine in the
same year it was 22 cents per cubic foot in the rough. Dressed
in 1910 in Vermont it was $4.13 per cubic foof. In Maine, when
dressed, it was $2.09 per cubic foot. In Vermont in 1910 and
1011 rough monumental granite was $1.91 per cubic foot. In
Maine in that yeur, 191F, monumental granite in the rough was
worth 67 cents per cubie foot. Granite. monumental, dressed
in Vermont that year, was worth $3.47 per cubic foot. In
Maine in that year monumental granite dressed was worth
only $3.03 per cubic foot. So there seems to be a pretty sharp
competition between Maine and Vermont in the price of granite,
and probably the difference between the price in those two
States is very much greater between the price in this country
and any other country.

Mr. GALLINGER. Mr. President, a single obgervation.

It is absolutely incomprehensible that for the same quality
of granite there can be any such difference in price as Detween
Maine and Vermont. There is granite and granite in our coun-
try, and it would be well to compare the qualities before we de-
termine the relative price in the different commnnities.

Mr. President, I listened with interest to what my colleague
[Mr. Horris] said on this subject. It is true that his family
at some time, or one or more members of his family, were en-
gaged in the granite business, but I believe they are not en-
gaged in it now. It is a surprise to me that ny colleague has
not received any communications on this subjeet from the men
who guarry granite and manufacture granite in various towns
in New Hampshire. I have received quite a number of com-
munications, one of them coming in my mail this morning, a
very earnest appeal that the rates named in the pending bill
should be modified to some extent. But I am not going to
quarrel with my colleague over that matte- His vote will
speak for itself and mine will speak for my position on this and
all other subjects.

I had hoped that this concession would be ireely granted.
Evidently it is not, because the attitude of my colleague, I take
it, would settle it if anything was nec ">d to settle it; and I am
ready now, as I was 16 minutes ago, to have the yeas and nays
taken on the amendment I have offered.

Mr. DILLINGHAM. Mr. President, in reply to what was
sald by the junior Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. Horuis]
as to the question whether there was any Cem. 7 fur the main-
tenance of the duty upon granite nroducts I beg leave to read
briefly from a letter which I have just receive’ from the secre-
tary of the Granite Manufacturers’' Association in Barre, which
is undoubtedly the largest granite ce :ter in the United States.
In this letter he says:

It appears that the tariff on granite was reduced at the request of
Mr, Frank J. Hanold, of Townsend, Townsend & Co., New York City,
representing the National Association of Wholesale Granite Dealers,
composed of about 15 to 20 firms engaged in selling monuments at
wholesale, It is interesting to note that this request for a reduction
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in the tariff comes from an organization composed of a few men who
get their living h{ handling what some one else produces. They are
not all interested in thie production of the goods whieh they handle, nor
do they care what it costs to produce them. They are only interested
in the dollars which they can squeeze out of the producer and the con-
sumer; snd in case they succeed in %ettlng the tariff reduced, the
ultimate consumer will pay just as much for his monument as he does
to-day, and what Is saved on duty will go to swell the coffers of the
wholesaler. It will mean that the wholesaler will push the foreign
goods, because he ean make a larger margin than he ecan on the home
products. It may be hard for one not familiar with the monument busi-
ness to upderstand this particular line of reasoning, but among those
who know the business it is a well-known fact that the dealer can sell
most any kind of granite which be desires to push. This is ag:cl,nlly
true of the ordinary sized jobs, as the consumer usually buys but ome
monument in his lifetime and naturally takes the word of the dealer
as to the gquality, etc., of the article which he purchases. Working
from this premise, it is easily to be understood why the wholesale dealer
is 8o anxious to bave the tariff reduced. I understand that no manu-
facturers were heard at any of the bearings when the schedule was
being made up, and it is particularly hard for us to realize that the
committee recommended the lowering of the tariff on the strength of
the rvepresentations made by an organization which is in a way antago-
nistle to the best interests of the legitimate manufactorer.

If granite were a necessity and the reduction in the tarlf wounld
cheapen the ultimate price of the finished monument to the consumer,
we would not feel like entering a protest; but the consumer will never
know that there has been a reduction, and why throw open the door
to foreign granite for the benefit of the importer at the expense of the
American manufacturer and the American laborer? The granite cutter
in Barre to-day is receiving 40§ cents per hour, minimum ; in Scotland
he receives 15 cents per hour average. What protection are you giving
the American laborer by this proposed reduction?

I do not care to guote further, but that I think very fairly
states the position of the granite manufacturers in Vermont. -

My colleague [Mr. Pace] was not here when the Senator
from North Carolina was speaking of the granite industry in
Canada. I do not know what information he has upon that
subject. I have very little except I know that the Canadian
Government places a duoty of 35 per cent ad valorem on dressed
granite, and that duty is so great that no Anierican stock, no
New England stock, ean enter Canada in a cut or finished con-
dition. All the sales that we can make in Canada of our
granite are sales of the product as it comes from the guarry
where it hns not been improved by the expenditure of money
for American labor.

Mr. JAMES. 1 ask for a vote.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, as bearing upon this
guestion I wish to submit a fact which I ascertained through
the Interstate Commerce Commission. I was curious to know
whether the freight rate upon granite wonld afford any pro-
tection to the American producer as against the producer of the
only sort of monumental granite that is imported into this
country.

Upon investigation I found that the freight rate on a short
ton of granite from Dundee, Scotland, to New York is $1.15:%;
upon a long ton, $1.25.

A short ton of granite contains from 11.8 to 125 cubic feet.
I fizured out the cubie feet in a monument that was diagrammed
and the dimensions given accompanying a letter which I re-
ceived from a granite-producing firm located at Quincy, Mass.,
and the only one, I believe, which made any protest before
either the Ways and Means Committee or the Finance Com-
mittee as to the reduction of these duties, at least so far as I
could ascertain from an examination of the testimony.

Mr. DILLINGHAM. If the Senator will permit me, I think
he will find that the association at Barre, whose secrefary
wrote me the letter I quoted this afterncon, did file their pro-
test.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. With the Finance Committee?

AMr. DILLINGHAM. With the Finance Committee.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE., Possibly that is so. I conld find but
one.

Mr. President, figuring the cubical contents of the small
monmment which was diagrammed in this letter of protest I
found it contained about 1 ton of material. Now, taking a
ton of granite as having a content of 12 cubic feet and apply-
ing the duty to it fixed in the present law of 10 cents per cubic
foot the Aldrich duty would be $1.20; that is, $1.20 would be
the duty on a ton of granite. The freight rate from Scotland
to New York is $1.15. The duty, at 3 cents per cubic foot,
would be 36 cents, to which would be added the freight rate of
$1.15, giving the producer in this country, with duty and freight
added, a protection amounting to $1.51 per ton of 2,000 pounds,
or, on the basis of a long ton, protection amounting to $1.61
per ton.

The freight rate from Beebe Junection, Canada, to Chicago
and perhaps a dozen distributing points in the United States is
almost exactly the same as the freight rate given to the Ameri-
can producer of granite from New York, Baltimore, Barre, Vt.,
and a number of other points in this country. 8o there is
no protection in the American freight rate as against a foreign
producer, but there is a protection in the ocean freight rate.

Now, the question naturally arose in my mind as to whether
the shipper of granite from Scotland could not avail himself
of a combination rate which would put him more nearly on a
competing bhasis with the American, but the Interstate Com-
merce Commission, whose assistance I had in ascertaining these
rates, inform me that there is no combination rate; that the
ocean freight rate would be added to the freight rate in this
country on a shipment of granite from Scotland to any interior
point in the United States.

Mr. GALLINGER. Mr. President, I will ask the Senator
from Wisconsin, with his permission——

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Certainly.

Mr. GALLINGER. Why a combination freight rate may not
be made on this product as well as on other products that we
are iomporting. concerning which great complaint is being made
now?

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I am not prepared to give to the Sena-
tor any reason based upon the transportation business why such
rate might not be granted. I simply state that I am informed
that it does not exist at the present time.

Mr, GALLINGER. It does not now; but the added suggestion
I would make is that if this violent reduction of duty of 50
per cent should resunlt in a very largely increased importation
of Beoteh granite, wounld they not avail themselves of that
privilege which seems to be accorded to other importers?

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I should think they would seek to avail
themselves of the lowest rate that they could get. Indeed, it is
fair to presume that they have sought and failed to secure such
combination rate. There may be, sir, some reason, based upon
some rule of transportation with respect to this sort of preduct,
which leads the transportation companies to recuse to give such
combination rate. Be that as it may, this rate is the prevailing
freight rate now in this country, as I understand it.

Mr. President, as I am on my feet, I will add just one more
fact as bearing upen this question, which is rather interesting,
and which, I think, must be taken into account in our consider-
ation of tariff reductions.

Great changes have come during the last few years, in a com-
paratively limited period at least, in the elements affecting cost
production in this as in many other businesses, Not long ago
the number of men employed in quarries for producing a given
guantity of granite was necessarily much larger than now,
and I think that we who stand for a reasonable tariff, one that
shall be protective of American industries under existing con-
ditions, must give special weight to these changed and changing
conditions -

In quarrying granite, Mr. President, the modern drill, which
has been put in operation in all of the prineipal quarries in this
counfry—I think in all of them—enables one man operating
that drill, the power for which is furnished by electricity or by
compressed air, to drill a hole 3 inches in diameter 8 feet per
bour. One man operating that drill can do the work that it
required three men to perform in the same time only a few
years ago. The wonderful efficiency of this drill enables the
sinking of a hole perpendicularly a distance of 25 feet. In one
engineering authority I find it stated that in firing a single
blast in guarrying granite 70,600 tons of granite were freed and
made ready for loading—a sufficient quantity in bulk and
welght to load a freight train 3 miles long.

Mr. DILLINGHAM. Will the Senator from Wisconsin tell
us where that was done?

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. That was done in the granite quarries
of Scotland.

Mr. DILLINGHAM. We never do that in America..

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. The Secotch quarries are equipped, ac-
cording to this authority, with precisely the same machinery
that the Senator will find in the guarries in his State and that
are to be found in the granite quarries of Wisconsin,

Of course, that quantity of granite would have to be sub-
divided, but these modern appliances for blocking this granite
are equally improved, and increase the output enormously over
the appliances used only a few years ago. Therefore, Mr.
President, the difference in the wage secale is not so material a
factor in the production of granite as it was a few years ago.

Mr. PAGE. Mr, President——

The VICHEH PRESIDENT. Decees the Senator from Wisconsin
yield to the Senator from Vermont?

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I yield.

Mr. PAGE. I should like to ask the Senator from Wisconsin
if he regards the report of the census as correct? I believe
that report says that the percentags of cost of granite is 50
for labor.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Well, Mr. President, I do not believe
that statement means the wage cost in a unit of production. I
have no doubt that that term as used in the census report
refers to the conversion cost. It is inconceivable that it should
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be the wage cost. Why, the wage cost in the production of
woolen cloth, going through some nine different processes in
converting the raw material to the finished product, is, as I
recall, from 20 to 45 per cent. It is preposterous to suggest,
as it seems to me, that the labor cost of quarrying granite and
preparing it for market, drilling and blasting and polishing,
which is done largely with labor-saving machinery, is 80 per
cent of the total value of the product.

Mr. PAGE. Will the Senator from Wisconsin allow me to
interrupt him further? ;

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Certainly. X

Mr. PAGE. I presume the Senator from Wisconsin is cor-
rect in saying that the 80 per cent covers the labor after the
blast has thrown out from the side of the quarry the great
blocks of granite. I imagine the S0 per cent covers the sawing,
which is done largely, though perhaps not altogether, by
machinery, and the polishing, which is done by machinery.
As the Senator says, the conversion is really pretty much all
there is to the work on granite. The work of drilling and get-
ting it out from the side of the mountain is comparatively
cheap; but it is true, I think, that the cost of labor which enters
into granite—into the finished monument—is about 80 per cent
of the entire cost after the granite has been drilled and has
been blasted out of the guarry.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I am very certain, Mr. President, that
the Senator from Vermont is mistaken if he means by the labor
cost the wage cost—the sum paid to labor for converting a ton
of granite from the raw material as it lies in the ground to the
finished product ready for shipment.

Mr. PAGE. I have no means of verifying the figures that are
given in the census report. It may be, as the Senator from
Wisconsin says, that they include the expense of power.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Oh, yes; it includes all overhead
charges; it includes depreciation; it includes the interest on
the investment; it includes everything that goes into the con-
version cost.

Mr. PAGE. I do not know that that is a correct statement as
to the cost of manufacture. The cost of manufacture, so far
as we know, is very largely labor after the granite has been
thrown out by the blast.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. The Senator has now furnished the
definition, or, in other words, he has now correctly quoted the
census report, which gives us exactly the definition for which I
am contending—that is, the total manufacturing cost—that is,
the total cost of conversion.

I am not surprised, Mr. President, that there is such a
dearth of information before the Senate upon this, as there is
upon so many of the other items in this tariff bill. The only
firm that responded to the questions that were sent out to those
protesting against a change in tariff rates, in so far as shown
by the printed report of the committee, is the Granite Manu-
facturers’ Association of Quincy, Mass. It is surprising to
read the answers which that association makes, through its
secretary, to the questions propounded by the committee, the
Finance Committee guestions being 20 in number. I will only
detain the Senate to merely read the answer to one question.

Mr. DILLINGHAM. Would the Senator from Wisconsin tell
us the date when those questions were sent out?

Mr., LA FOLLETTE. The letter of the chairman of the
Committee on Finance [Mr. SivMumoxs], transmitting these
questions, is printed in the document I hold in my hand and
is dated May 24, while the answer is dated June 2.

Mr. DILLINGHAM. What is the answer?

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. The Senator will find it, if he has the
document, on page 44.

Mr. DILLINGHAM. Did the Senator from Wisconsin state
what company had made the answer?

Mr, LA FOLLETTE. The Manufacturers’ Association of
Quiney, Mass.

Mr. DILLINGHAM, If the Senator from Wisconsin will look
at another document he will see that this company addressed
the committee as early as May 13, before the questions were
sent out. They wrote to the committee,

Mr. LA FOLLETTE, That is a report which was submitted
before that?

Mr. DILLINGHAM. Yes.

Mr, LA FOLLETTE. Baut, ag I understand it, they were also
sent these questions——

Mr. DILLINGHAM. I am not disputing with the Senator
from Wisconsin about the matter.

Mr. LA FOLLETTH. Because I am informed that the com-
mittee submitted these questions to every manufacturer or pro-
ducer in this country who had filed a brief or filed any protest
with the committee,

Mr, DILLINGHAM. Perhaps I misapprehended the point the
Senator from Wisconsin was making, As I understood the

Senator, the point was that these companies did not wake up
to the importance of this matter until after they received thiose
questions. As a matter of fact, this company woke up to their
importance as soon as they found that these New York firms
had appeared asking for the reduction.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I was not making that point at all
I will read but one question and answer, Mr. President, from
the reply made by the Granite Manufacturers’ Association of
Quiney, and printed on page 44 of the document. The question
submitted referred to the percentage of labor cost to the total
cost of a unit of product in this country. That guestion was
presented in one or two different forms, and could not have
escaped the attention of anyone to whom it was sent. Anyone
will search in vain in the answers made to these questions for
any informing answer to those questions. Questions 24 and 25
are as follows:

24. What is the total cost of production per unit of the same prod-
ucts as yours in competing countries? In answering this question give
the exact source of your knowledge or information.

25. What is the percentage of labor cost to the total cost of a unit
of product in competing countries? In answering this guestion, give
exact source of your knowledge or information, stating the countries
separately.

The answer given by the association to which I have referred
in response to these two questions combined is this:

Nos. 24 and 25. We can only answer this by stating that the mini-
mum wage for our granite cutters is $3.20 per day of eight bhours, and
the wage in Scotland is $1.35 per day of e hours. Our information
is obtained from members who keep in touch with affairs at their
former homes,

It will be observed that they do not state that the wage of
$1.35 in Scotland is for the same class of employment as the
minimum wage of $3.25 which they pay.

Mr. GALLINGER. But, Mr. President, if the Senator will
permit me——

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Certainly.

Mr. GALLINGER. Is it not reasonable to assume that it is?

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I do not think that it is reasonable to
assume that such an answer is an entirely candid and frank
answer to those questions when you take into account not only,
those two questions but the further questions likewise submitted
to them:

Wh.at‘ is the total cost of production per unit of product in this

coun T
m‘ﬁ?ﬁtﬁlg the total cost of production per unit of product in competing

What is the percentage of the labor cost to the total cost of a unit
of &:{&duct in this country?

t is the percentage of the labor cost to the total cost of a unit
of product in competing foreign countries?

Mr. GALLINGER. If the Senator will permit me, he musf
remember that those are pretty technical questions to address
to a man who is engaged in the granite industry. In my own
city we have a great many Englishmen engaged in the granite
industry, and they tell us frankly what the difference is be-
tween the wages paid in Concord, N. H., and in Scotland, and T
apprehend that they mean the same class of work. I mnever
questioned it

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I would suggest to Senators interested
in ascertaining the relative cost of production in this and in
competing countries that an examination of the answers to the
questions sent out, made by the few who responded at all, fails
to furnish very much specific information on the subject. This
would indicate that it was a subject that did not trouble them
sufficiently to lead them to inform themselves upon it, or else
it tends to show a want of the utmost frankness on the part
of a very large proportion of those who responded at all

Mr. President, I believe in an intelligent application of the
production-cost theory to tariff making, and I shall have some-
thing further to say on that later. I do not believe that it is a
magic formula, but I shall contend—and I think ean success«
fully maintain the contention—that without it you have no
guide whatever for the making of any sort of a tariff, whethenr
it be a tariff for revenue or a competitive tariff, or a reasonably,
protective tariff. I believe—— \ 2

Mr. GALLINGER. Mr. President—— :

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Just a moment, if the Senator please,
I believe that on a product of this character, with a minimum
of the conversion cost being really wage cost or labor cost,
we are reasonably safe if we fix duties at a 1bw rate.

We have, in the State of Wisconsin, a considerable produc«
tion of granite; we have a very extensive field of it of a very
fine quality. I have not received—and I had my files eonsulgz
only yesterday—any protest from those engaged in that business
in Wiscongin, I have been somewhat surprised to find that
there is only one—possibly two—protesting manufacturers or
producers of granite in all of the hearings before the Ways
and Means Committee of the House and the Finance Committes
of the Senate. For that reason I shall feel constrained to vote
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against the amendment increasing the rate fixed in the pending
bill, upon which the roll call has been ordered.

Mr. GALLINGER. Before the Senator takes his seat I might
say that T voted with great avidity for the questions which the
Senator formulated and presented to the Senate; but I thought
then, as I think now—and I apprehend the Senator will agree
with me—that to reach the difference in labor cost we will have
to get some different machinery than simply addressing an
individua! manufacturer; in other words, we shall have to
have a commission who will give their time to it and who will
bhe able to investigate that matter personally, or through agents
in foreign couuntries as well as in this country, which an indi-
vidual manufacturer can not do.

I can see the great difficulty that those men had, many of
them uontrained in anything but their own industry, in trying
to give categorical answers that would satisfy so technical a
mind as that of the Senator from Wisconsin; but I can not
bellieve that they personally made answers to mislead the com-
mittee or the Senate.

In reference to this particular matter of the granite industry,
I can readily understand, taking the manufacturers in my own
town, that those technieal questions would stagger them very
much. They might sit up two or three nights in endeavoring to
formulate an answer that would not at all be acceptable to the
Senator or to a committee or to the Senate itself. They might
do the very best they could, very much like a man in the country
who gets a letter from the Senator may =it up a night or two
trying to formulate an answer. He does the best he can, but
the letter is not very well expressed when he gets through
with it.

Mr. SHIVELY. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Wisconsin
yield to the Senator from Indiana?

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. If the Senator will permit me to reply
first to the Senator from New Hampshire, I will then yield to
him with pleasure.

Mr. President, I did not offer the questions which were sub-
mitted as an amendment to a motion to refer this bill to the
Committee on Finance with any suggestion or thought in my
mind that the answers to those questions would enable us fo
dispense with a tariff commission. I believe, sir, in the estab-
lishinent and maintenance of such a commission, a commis-
sion composed of experts, a commission of nonpartisan char-
acter; but I do not agree with the Senator that there is any
business of very great importance conducted in this country
that can not make intelligent answer to every one of the 16 ques-
tions which I submitted, in spite of the fact that there were but
few responses to the questions sent out, which numbered some-
thing like 2,500, if I remember correctly.

Mr. SIMMONS. Over 2,000, I think.

Mr., LA FOLLETTE. I was informed that something over
2,500 were sent out.

Mr, SIMMONS, DIrobably that is correct.

Mr. LA TTOLLETTE. And the answers, I think, returned,
numbered only some sixty-odd.

Mr. SINMMONS. There were 66 answers upon 32 subjects.

Mr. LA FOLLETTH, 1 now yield to the Senator from In-
diana,

Mr. SHIVELY. Mr. President, touching the answers made
to the particular inguiries addressed to the Massachusetts
Granite Manufacturers' Association, I can eagily see that it
might be difficult for the ordinary man to ascertain precisely
the percentage of labor cost per unit of product in foreign
factories, He might have some difficulty in that respect; but
did this association answer as to the percentage of labor cost
per unit of product in this country?

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. It did not, even as to its own busi-
ness. I will say to my friend from Indiana that I have little
doubt that most concerns of importance in this country will be
found to be pretty well informed upon the subject of cost of pro-
duction. They know to the fraction of a cent the labor cost of
production in every unit of their own product. It is not an
absolnte and continuing thing; it will change with the seasons
and from time to ihwe; it will vary: but they know very
detinitely at the end of the year the cost in every unit of
product turced out, and if they have been at all apprehensive
of competition from abroad they will be found to be pretty well
informed as to the conditions of the principal competing in-
dustries in the principal competing couniries,

Those that are very large institutions have agents abroad
all the while observing, inguiring, investigating, and keeping
close watch upon the industries, in order to avail themselves
of any improvement that may be made there over the opera-
tions in' this country, or anything in thelr systems which in
any way can affect the interests here.

Mr. PAGE and Mr. JAMES addressed the Chalr.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Wisconsin
yield to the Senator from Vermont?

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I do.

Mr. PAGE. Mr. President, the Senator lives in a State where
the tanning industry is very large, and I presume he is cogni-
zant of the fact—for I think it is a fact—that the chemicals
used in tanning which are brought from Germany are delivered
at Milwaukee at a rate of freight not higher than the freight
rate from the Atlantic seaboard to Milwaukee. Is the Senator
aware of that fact?

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I was not aware of that particular
fact until the Senator stated it; but I do know that combina-
tion rates are very common and that the foreign producer is
given that advantage over the domesti¢ producer, which in many
instances is an element that must be reckoned with.

Mr. PAGE. Mr. President, has the Senator any doubt in his
own mind that if the duties are reduced from 50 per cent to 25
per cent on imported monuments and other manufactures of
stone it will materinlly increase the importations?

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I do not believe it will harmfully in-
crease the importations. 1 believe the duty will be at about
the line which will measure the difference in the cost of produc-
tion. I am not absolutely certain of that because of the dearth
of data; but I purpose in voting for duties to vote with the best
light I am able to get on each item, with a view, if I can, of
reaching that measure of duty which will cover the difference
in the cost of production.

Mr. PAGE. But is it not true, Mr. President, that in making
these computations the Ways and Means Committee of the

House and the Finance Committee of the Senate were always

keeping in mind the barrier of extra freight, and did not that
enter into their consideration very much in deciding on these
rates of duty?

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I am bound to say that where freight
rates afford more protection than duties which in themselves
are almost prohibitory, they ought to be taken into account.
Otherwise, in a combination between the transportation com-
panies and the beneficiaries of high protective duties, the people
of this country would be wholly at the mercy of that combina-
tion and could be charged double and treble prices.

Mr. PAGE. If the Senator will allow me, when this ques-
tion of the duty upon granite was taken up I went to my gran-
ite friends in the quarries of my home locality and asked them
where they thought the strongest, keenest, most dangerous com-
petition would be found.

I do not think the conditions in the Hardwick and Woodbury
quarries are exactly like the conditions in the Barre guarries,
because the Barre quarries are very largely producers of monu-
mental granite, while the quarries of Woodbury and Hardwick
produce a great deal of building stone.

I want to say that those men were eminently fair. They
said to me in 1909: * We are Republicans. The Republicans
have promised to reduce duties and we want the granite pro-
ducers to stand their share of reduction. We do not object
to a fair reduction in the tariff; but you ask us what we are
apprehensive of, and we simply say that if there ever comes a
time when we are not all doing all we can the first trouble
will be with the Canadian producer.”

As I remarked the other day, the stratum of granite in Ver-
mont extends through into Canada, and there is quite a large
concern at Beebe Plains, to which I referred yesterday. I do
not know how extensive if is, but I am told it is quite extensive.
I want to say to the Senator that Beebe Plains, Hardwick,
Woodbury, and Barre are all sifuated on the Boston & Maine
railway system and the freights from nll those points are sub-
stantially identical. Hence the protection which would be
given in the matter of freight to the Hardwick and Woodbury
producers, and other producers at that point of the granite-
producing section, would not amount to anything, because the
rates are the same. I think that fact should be taken into
account in considering the duty that cught to be placed upon
this commodity.

If it is true that they have at Beebe Plains the same quality
of granite, and if it is true that they bave a large and well
capitalized manufacturing concern, and if it is tur—s ! an
informed; I think, correctly—that . .» quirry o soers Love cn-
ploy nonunion help at $2.25 per day of ainc horrs as azainst »
minimum of, I think, $3.25 paid in this counrtry. the guastion of
labor cost of course cowmes in. In addition to thdi. wuera they
work their shops with nonunion men they are sble to be more
exacting than are the quarries in this conntry. where the work-
ing conditions are prescribed by orgavizatiors. 1 mentioned
yesterday the fact that in Canada, where a workman iujures a
plece of granite, it is charged to h!s account. That can uot be
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done on thig side. Tke union men would not suffer it. They
think it is not right. The Canadian employers, however, are
able to exact that as well ag a greater number of hours of work

T day.

1t is true that, as far as some parts of Ver aont are concerned,
we make a superior kind of granite. I think the Bethel white,
as it is called, has no counterpart in this country. I am told
there is something that approaches it, but nothing that equals it.
If any of you will take the trouble to look at the new post-office
building you will see that it is almost of the whiteness of
marble. Those people who produce this high quality of granite
are protected by the product itself, so that they have nothing to
fenr, as there is no foreign granite that is equal to it.

These men have all through the year, and year after year, all
the work they can do; and they have not been so solicitous in
regard to the tariff as the men who have been confronting dif-
ferent conditions. But the moment you bring the matter to
their attention they take their fizures and begin to compare
what they have to meet in Canada with what they have to meet
here; and I believe they are sincere in saying that the labor
cost there is very much less than here.

By the way, I want to correct myself in regard to labor cost.
The junior Senator from Kentucky [Mr. James] has kindly
informed me that the labor cost is practically 36 per cent. The
Senator from Wisconsin was correct in saying that the total
cost of conversion or manufacture is 80 per cent.

Another point I want to bring to the attention of the Senate
is that in-Canada they work extra hours without extra pay.
On this side our granite workers are able to exact one and a
guarter pay for every hour worked over the eight-hour period.
The men go into the quarries at T o'clock in the morning and
work until 12; then they commence again at 1 and work until 4.
You will often see them in our granite producing towns come
from work at 4 o'clock in the afternoon.

I want to say further, Mr. President, that this is an industry
of which we ought all to be proud. The men engaged in it are
thrifty, intelligent, and, many of them, educated men. They are
men who live well and dress respectably, and I believe our friends
on the other side of the Chamber who have this particular part
of the bill in charge will make a great mistake in reducing the
tariff from 10 cents a foot to 8 cents a foot on unmanufactured
granite and from 50 to 25 per cent on manufactured granite.
I do not believe it is right. I think it is an attack upon a
leading Vermont industry more severe than has been made upon
any other leading industry in the country.

I want now to revert to what has been given as one of the
fundamentals of the new tariff, and that is that there should be
competitive conditions and strong competition. I am connected
in a business way with these granite men, and I know that
there is nothing in this country that is more competitive than
the granite business, Aside from one or two large concerns in
Hardwick and Woodbury, the whole business is in the hands of
little men who have come up from the quarries. They finally
find themselves able to hire a little shop; they employ 10 or 20
or 30 men, and then they reach out all over the country for
business. I presume there are not only hundreds but perhaps
thousands of concerns, nearly all small ones, bidding for busi-
ness in a way that makes it so thoroughly competitive that they
have to be pretty thrifty in order to make any more than a fair
daily wage.

I wish the Senator from Missouri could say that in his heart
of hearts he does not believe this reduction is right, and
change it, although I am frank to say that my faith is hardly
up fo the seriptural “ grain of mustard seed” in regard to the
matter, and so believing I will not take up the time of the

-Senate further in discussing this section of the bill.
Mr. GALLINGER. Mr. President, this is an interesting dis-
~ecussion, and It opens up some new questions. I wish to ask a

question of the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. La ForrerTE], and
then I shall be through.

In answer to a question propounded by the Senator from Ver-
mont [Mr. Page] as to whether the Senator did not believe this
reduction would increase importations, the Senator from Wis-
consin said that in his judgment it would not to any appreciable
extent.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Not to any very considerable extent.

Mr. GALLINGER. If it does not, what good is it going to
do? It is going to reduce the revenue that our Democratic
friends are searching for so assiduously and it is not going to
affect the business, so what good will the reduction do unless it

-does to a very considerable extent increase the importations?
And if it does largely increase the importations, of course it
does that relative amount of injury to the domestic industry
and to the men who are engaged in quarrying and manufac-
turing the granite.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, if I was understood to
say, or if I said or left the impression upon the Senate, that I
did not think it would be felt in importations, I was misunder-
stood or did not state myself as I should. I am desirous of see-
ing the duty so framed that unreasonable prices, when charged
in this country, will lead to importations. I think the present
prices in this country on many of the necessaries are unreason-
able. I am going into that subject more fully at a later period
in the consideration of the bill and shall not take the time of the
Senate to do so now.

I am obliged, as every Senator here is obliged, to vote upon
these wvarious propositions without complete information. I
wish we had more. But I am going to follow the best light I
can find, and at any moment during the consideration of the
bill when it shall be made reasonably plain to me that I have
erred in voting for too low a duty or for too high a duty I
shall hasten to correct any error or mistake I may thus make,
But for the present I am convinced that the duties fixed in this
bill are reasonably protective to the particular industry under
consideration, and therefore I shall not vote to increase them
above the amounts named in the bill.

Mr. GALLINGER. I desire simply to add that unless the
reduction in the duties on granite results in increased importa-
tions it will be about as idle a piece of legislation as counld
be conceived of, because it will reduce the revenue on what
little is now imported, and it will do no good whatever so far
as fixing prices is concerred. I believe it will largely increase
the importations from Scotland, from Quebec, and from Nova
Scotia. Believing that, I repeat my regret that there is little
hope of securing agreement to the very generous reduction that
I suggested in my amendment; and I doubly regret that the
Senator from Wisconsin can not see his way clear to vote for
that amendment.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr, President, right upon that point, T
regretted not being able to furnish the Senate some information
with respect to the prices of granite of different dimensions for
monumental purposes and the variation of those prices cover-
ing a period of years. I can only state my impression, but I
am very confident, from having been obliged to ascertain as to
the prices of monumental work of modest pattern, that notwith-
standing the wonderful development in the methods of produc-
tion that have taken place in recent years the prices of all
monumental work have increased very rapidly in the last 1
or 15 or 20 years. -

Mr. WORKS. Mr. President, I should like to understand a
little better the position of the Senator from Wisconsin. The
Senator referred to labor-saving machinery that is used in this
kind of work at the present time. Does he find that there is
any difference between this country and foreign countries in
that respect, as far as granite is concerned?

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I do not, Mr. President.

Mr. WORKS. Then I presume that has nothing to do with
the question of the rates to be fixed as between the two
countries.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I can not agree at all with that state-
ment of the question. That is, I think the element of protection
which the labor of this country has heretofore required is re-
duced as machinery takes the place of men in production.

Mr. WORKS. Then it is only a question as to the percentage
of actual labor used in the production of the article?

Mr, LA FOLLETTE. Whatever may be the controlling idea
with others, with me the difference in the labor cost will be the
principal element that will influence my vote in the matter of
duties,

Mr. WORKS. Yes; and in this case, according to the Sena«
tor, the labor employed is practically the same in foreign coun-
tries and in this eountry.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I do not say anything of the sort. T
say that the same kind of machinery is operated in the Secotch
quarries that is operated inthe granite quarries of this country.
The operation of that machinery has brought into employment
about the same number of men in the quarries, turning out the
same quantity of produet; but the number of men has been con-
stantly diminishing with the increase in the use of machinery,
g0 that the wage element or labor cost per unit of production
cost is a very much less important matter than when wages
constituted so much of the entire cost of production,

Mr. WORKS. The Senator has brought another element into
this discussion that is guite important from my point of view,
and that is the question of the effect of freight rates. Upon
an amendment offered by me a few days ago, based partly upon
the larger freight rates which our own people were compelled to
pay, it was maintained on the floor of the Senate that freight
rates ought not to be considered at all in determining what the
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tariff rate should be.
trine?

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, that takes us into quite
another subject, and a very important one. I think it would
be necessury for us to determine whether that freight rate is a
reasonable freight rate. Yet I concede that it is a question of
very vital importance to au indusiry remote from market, and
in some cases I might give considerable weight to it. I do not
want to see our industries destroyed. In view of the fact, how-
ever, that we correct our tariffs at such infrequent periods, I
should be reluctant to vote for the continuance of duties which,
according to the best information we could get, were at the top
noteh, becaunse the product is at the present time subject to an
excessive freight rate. It seems to me that we must take into
account the fact that there is constantly going on in this country
important work in the direction of a better regulation of our
transportation systems. I am hopeful that within a very few
years, when we have acquired all the information necessary and
when Congress has become as responsive as I hope to see if
ultimately, we may reach a time when we can enforce reason-
able transportation charges in this country. I hope that time
will come within the next three or four years.

Mr. WORKS. I asked the guestion because the Senator from
Wisconsin proposes in this instance, where the freight rate is
against the foreign producer, to use that as a reason for not
increasing the tariff.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. The Senator does not guote me cor-
rectly. I know he does not intend to misquote me. I stated
the amount of the freight rate, and stated that it was an addi-
tional and excessive protection. I think the rate fixed in the
. bill, without taking into consideration the freight rate from
Scotland to New York, is a protective rate upon rough granite.

Mr. WORKS. I so understood the Senator from Wisconsin.
I think I did not misunderstand him. It seems to me it is en-
tirely inconsistent that this rule should not work both ways,

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, will the Senator from Cali-
fornia yield to me at this point?

Mr. WORKS. Certainly.

Mr. NELSON. I think the competition we have to encounter
is not from Secotland; it is right across the line in Canada.
There is no end of granite there, and in the nature of the case
the transportation will cut but a limited figure. Take it over
in Ontario; take it in Winnipeg and Owen Sound in Canada.
There is enough granite there to answer every purpose in this
country right on our borders; and it is that competition rather
than the competition of Scotland that we have to fear, if any
at all.

Mr. WORKS. I was referring to it more as a matter of
principle than anything else, because it is going to be or may be
a very important matter in determining the rate that is to be
allowed upon other commodities produced in this country. I
merely wanted to get at the exact view of the Senator from
Wisconsin opon that subject, because, unless he is ready to
admit that the difference in freight rates should be taken into
account in determining the rate of the tariff where the disad-
vantage is with us, it seems to me inconsistent to use it as he
has done in this instance.

Mr, SUTHERLAND. Mr. President, in the light of this debate
it might seem that we have exhausted all the phases of the
granite question. But I find in the Tariff Handbook a state-
ment which seems to me somewhat curious, and I should like
to put a question about it to the chairman of the committee
or whoever may be in charge of this particular branch of
the bill.

It is recited in the handbook that the importations in 1912
brought a revenue of $7,499, and that the average unit of value
was 41} cents. The estimate for a 12-month period under the
pending bill is for a revenue of $3,000 a year, and the average
unit is estimated at 44 cents. So it would seem, under the
reduction which is proposed to be made from 10 cents to 3 cents
per cubie foot, that the average unit of value will increase from
41% cents to 44 cents per foot, and the revenues derived there-
from will be considerably reduced—more than one-half. I wish
to ask how those figures were arrived at, and how it was
discovered that the reduction in the duty will result in an
increase of the average unit of value? Can the Senator from
Missouri tell me?

Mr. STONE. I did not understand the Senator, Mr. Presi-
dent. The Senator spoke in such a low tone of voice that it
did not reach this side. Do I understand him to ask how it
happened that the House has reduced the tariff from 50 to 25 per
cent, and has reckoned that the duties collected will be decreased
about one-half?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. No; that was not the question I pro-
pounded. The guestion I asked was how it happens, with a

Does the Senator agree with that doc-

reduction of the duty npon this article from 10 cents to 3 cents
per foot, that that will result in an increase of the price of the
article from 414 cents per foot o 44 cents per foot?

Mr. SIMMONS. If the Senator from Missourl will allow
me, I do not know that I am able to tell-the Senator offhand
the way in which the estimate is made; but.it is my impression
that in estimating the unit value the expert takes the unit
of value for several years, and in that way arrives at the
average unit of value. The Senator will see that the unit of
value for 1912 is 41.5 cents, as he has stated. For 1910 it was
40.8 cents. It is probable, and I think it is true, that in esti-
mating the unit value here the expert took the three preceding
years, and got the average value from that.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. That would hardly be correct, because
in 1905 the value was 35.8 cents.

Mr. SIMMONS, I did not mean to say that the expert took
1905; I said “the three preceding years.” In this bill there
are given the figures for 1912 and 1910, but not the figures for
1911. I think he has taken the three preceding years as be-
ing probably the best index of values.

I wish the Senator to understand that I am not stating that
with certainty, but I am uonder that impression. I will try
to ascertain how that is, and enlighten the Senator a little bit
later; but I think that is the method that has been pursued
in making the estimate,

Mr. SUTHERLAND. The fact still remains that the unit
of value in 1912, which consisted of 12 months, being the usual
number, was 41.5 per cubic foot.

Mr. SIMMONS. Yes,

Mr. SUTHERLAND. For the next year it is estimated that
it will be lifted to 44 cents per cubic foot as a result of de-
creasing the duty more than one-half,

Mr. SIMMONS. The Senator will also see that the unit of
value for 1910 was 48.8, So if you take those two years,
49.8 for 1910 and 41.5 for 1912, and add them together you
would have an average of about 44 cenfs,

Mr. OLIVER. Mr. President—— .

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Utah yield
to the Senator from Pennsylvania?

Mr., SUTHERLAND. Certainly.

Mr. OLIVER. I understand that value per unit is the for-
eign price. Am I not correct in that?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. I understand that.

Mr. OLIVER. I think it is easily explained how it will be
advanced. I presume that the committee estimates that the
foreign manufacturer, by reason of the reduction of duties and
the elimination of American competition, will be enabled to
advance the price. It is easy of explanation.

Mr, SIMMONS. I do not think that ever entered the head of
anybody except the Senator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Whatever may be the explanation of
it, it seems to me rather absurd for us to reduce a duty upon
an article if the result of the reduction is simply going to be to
increase the price of the article on which we reduce the duty.
I understand the principal object of the bill, as announced by
the Democratic majority, is to produce revenue and also to
decrease prices. Now, if it has exactly the opposite effect
from what its proponents announce and desire, it does not seem
to me that there is a great deal of sense in reducing the duty.

Mr. SIMMONS. The Senator overlooks the fact that if
there is a greater importation from abroad it will act as a
regulator of prices in this country.

Mr. SUTHERLAND, I imagine the Senator or whoever was
responsible for the estimates must have known what he was
about. It is estimated that the quantity will be increased only
about one-fourth, namely, from substantially 75,000 to 100,000
cubic feet. That will result in a decrease of duties of con-
siderably more than one-half, namely, from the present amount
of $7499 to $3,000 per annum.

Mr. SIMMONS. The Senator is talking about the reduction
of the unmanufactured. It is estimated that as a result of
that reduction there will be an increase in importations from
$31,000 to $44,000, Of course we all know, as has been stated
here repeatedly and as it was stated in the House, that these
estimates are not to be accepted as importing absolute verity.
They are simply the result of a calculation. But the Senator
will see that of dressed granite the importations last year were
$145,000, and it is estimated that they will be increased to
$200,000 as the result of the reduction.

There may be but little change; there probably would not be
much change in the foreign price of the product as a result of
our tariff legislation. That is not the guestion. The guestion
is, What effect will be produced upon the domestic price by an
increase of importations? What will be the difference upon
the domestic price between a prohibitive duty upon importa-
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tions and a duty which is competitive and will allow the for-
eign product to come in when the domestic product is main-
tained at too high a level?

Mr. PAGE. Mr. President, T should like to call the attention
of the Senator from Utah to thie fact that under the estimate
of the committee the duty to be received under the bill before
us will be $30,000, as against $72,905 in 1912, In other words,
the bill is not a success as a revenue producer. Its only suc-
cess, as far as I can see, will be in throwing out of employment
some of our Vermont labor.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. That is quite in harmony with the
other sections. The policy of it seems to be to decrease the
revenue and increase the price of the article.

Mr. PAGE., This matter of the average unit is very unreli-
able for consideration anyway. It depends very largely on
where the granite comes from. There is a great deal of granite
in this country, like the “ Bethel white,”” preobably worth a
dollar a cubic foot. On the other hand, the ordinary cheap
gray granite is probably worth in the vicinity of 50 cents a
cubic foot. The foreign price as given here is 41.5, against
48.8 in 1910. That difference is very likely because the granite
in 1910 eame quite largely from Scotland, while the importa-
tions in 1912—I do not state it as a fact, but as a probability—
were, I presume, more from Canada, where they have a cheaper
kind of granite.

Mr. GALLINGER. The yeas and nays have been ordered on
the amendment.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will eall the roll
on agreeing to the amendment of the Senator from New Hamp-
shire [Mr. GALLINGER].

The Secretary proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. JAMES (when Mr. BraprLEY’s name was called). I wish
to make the announcement that my colleague [Mr. BrADLEY]
is unavoidably absgent and is paired with the junior Senator
from Indiana [Mr. Kerni.

Mrs CHILTON (when his name was called). I have a gen-
eral pair with the junior Senator from Maryland [Mr. JAcCk-
son] and withhold my vote.

Mr. SHEPPARD (when Mr. CurBersoN's name was called).
My colleague [Mr. CuLBersoN] is unavoidably absent. Ile is
paired with the Senator from Delaware [Mr. pu PoxT].

Mr. GALLINGER (when his name was called), I have a
general pair with the junior Senator from New York [Mr.
O’'GorMAKN], who is absent. I transfer that pair to the junior
Benator from Maine [Mr. BurrLEica] and vote “ yea.”

Mr. THORNTON (when Mr, O'Goraran's name was called). I
wish to announce the necessary absence of the junior Senator
from New York [Mr. O'GormaN] and his pair by transfer with
the Senator from Maine [Mr. BurcErca]. I ask that this an-
nouncement may stand for the day. :

Mr. BACON (when the name of Mr. Samite of Georgia was
called). My colleague [Br. Sarra of Georgia] is necessarily
absent from the Chamber this afternoon. He is paired with the
senior Senator from Massachuseits [Mr. Looce]. If my col-
league were present, he would vote * nay.” 2

Mr. SUTHERLAND (when his name was called). I observe
that the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. CrArRke] is not present.
I am paired with that Senator and on that account I withhold
my vote.

Mr. THOMAS (when his name was called). I have a general
pair with the senior Senator from New York [Mr. Roor], and
I withhold my vote.

The roll eall was concluded.

Mr. KERN. I transfer my pair with the Senator from Ken-

tucky [Mr. BraprLeEy] to the Senator from Louisiana [Mr.
Raxsoers] and vote. I vote “nay.”
Mr. LEA. T am paired with the senior Senator from Rhode

Island [Mr. Lierrrr]. 1 transfer that pair to the junior Sen-
ator from Oklahoma [Mr. Gore] and vote. I vote “ nay.”

Mr. SAULSBURY. I have a pair with the junior Senator
from Rhode Island [Mr. Corr]. I transfer that pair to the
Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. OwenN] and vote “ nay.”

Mr. JAMES. T have a general pair with the junior Senator
from Massachusetts [Mr. Weeks]. I transfer that pair to the
juu{ur Senator from Nevada [Mr. PrrrMax] and vote “ nay.”

Mr. SUTHERLAND. I will transfer my pair with the Sena-
tor from Arkansas [Mr. Crarge] to the Senator from Wisconsin
[Mr. SteruexsoN] and vote. I vote “yea.” .

Mr. CHILTON. I transfer my pair with the Senator from
Maryland [Mr. JAcksoN] to the senior Senator from Virginia
[Mr. MarTIN] and vote. I vote “nay.”

Mr. GRONNA. I wish to announce that my colleague [Mr.
McCumBER] I8 necessarily absent on account o2 sickness in his
family and that he is paired with the senior Senator from
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Nevada [Mr. NEWLANDS].
for the day.

Mr. LEWIS. I wish to announce that the junior Senator
from Florida [Mr. Bryan] is palred with the Senator from
Michigan [Mr. TownsENp], and also that the senior Senator
from Florida [Mr. FLercuer] is paired with the Senator from
Wyoming [Mr. WARREN].

The result was announced—yeas 19, nays 44, as follows:

I will let this announcement stand

YEAS—19.
Brady Cummins Nelson Sherman
Brandeges Dillingham Ollver Smoot
Bristow Gallinger Page Sutherland
Burton Jones Penrose Works
Clark, Wyo. McLean Perkins

NAYS—44,

Ashurst Johnson, Me, Overman Bmith, Md.
Bacon Johnston, Ala. Pomerene Smith, 8. C.
TR Kenyon Reed Sterling

Chamberlain Kern Robinson Stone
Chilton La Follette Saulsbury Swanson
Crawford Lane Shafroth Thompson
Gronna Lea Sheppard Thornton
Hitcheock Lewis Shields Tillman
Hollis Martine, N. J. Shively Vardaman
Hughes Myers Simmons Walsh
James Norris Smith, Ariz. Williams

i NOT VOTING—33.
Bankhead du Pont Martin, Va. 8mith, Mich,
Bradley rall Newlands Stephenson
Bryan Fleteher O'Gorman Thomas
Burleigh Goft Owen Townsend
Catron ~ Gore Pittman Warren
Clapp Jackson Poindexter Weeks
Clarke, Ark. L[[:Ipitt Ransdell
Colt Lodze Root
Culberson MeCumber Smith, Ga.

So Mr. GarniNeer’'s amendment was rejected.

Mr. GALLINGER. Mr. President. I had intended to offer
another amendment, which I think I will offer in a modified
form. I am a little curious, but will not pursue it to any extent,
to understand how it happens that an amendment that I offered
fixing a duty of 40 per cent got a good many more votes than
a duty fixing 85 per cent, but I presume we are drifting to free
trade day by day, and very soon we will be ready to vote to
put everything on the free list.

I had intended to offer an amendment fixing the rate at 30
per cent, but I presume I would not get any vote but my own
if T should do that. So I shall desist.

But I do want to eall attention to one matter in this item
that is so palpably unfair that I will risk a viva voce vote in
the hope that a few Senators may be willing to raise their
voices when they would not record their votes-in favor of it.

On unmanufactured granite, Mr. President, the Wilson tariff
law—which we allude to sometimes as a free-irade measure—
granted a duty of 21.28 per cent. The Dingley tariff law raised
it to 35.24 per cent. The Payne law kept it at 20.41. It is pro-
posed now to reduce it to 6.82; in other words, to reduce the
tariff from 10 cents to 3 cents per cubic foot on unmanufactured
granite.

There may be some reason for it, some occult reason that is
not capable of being understood, and probably any attempted
explanation would only increase the uncertainty and darkness
of the subject. So I am not going to provoke discussion, but I
am going to move, Mr. President, that the numeral “3'" be
stricken out and “5” inserted, reducing the present duty 50
per cent, and I do hope that Senators will in a viva voce vote
see the jusiness and fairness of that proposition and amend the
bill to that extent.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment will be stated.

The SECRETARY., On page 29, line 2, before the word * cents,”
strike out “3"” and in lieu thereof insert “5,” so that it will
read:

: I;nmanufactured, or not dressed, hewn, or polished, 5 cents per cubie
00t,

The VICE PRESIDENT. The guestion ig on nagreeing to the
amendment proposed by the Senator from New Hampshire.

The amendment was rejected.

Mr. STONE. Paragraph 102 was passed over at the request
of the Senator from North Dakota [Mr. Groxxal. I would be
glad to have it disposed of now.

Mr. GRONNA. I wish to know from the Senator who has
the schedule in charge why it is necessary to have a duty of
$1.50 a ton on grindstones. T find that a very small guantity
is being imported. In 1912 there were only G.335 tons. From
the amount of the importations, the figures would indicate that
the tariff is now prohibitive.

Mr. STONE. Mr. President, the fact is. as stated by the
Senator, that, I think, something like $000.000 of value of this
commodity represented the production in this country as against
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a very small importation—about one hundred and twenty thou-
sand and odd dollars of importation.

Mr. GRONNA. That is what I say, Mr. President.

Mr. STONE. The Senator from North Dakota is right as to
that statement. The duty of $1.75 carried in the present law
was reduced by the other House to $1.50. Whether that re-
duction would result in larger importations, and how much
greater importations, of course is probematical. The reduc-
tion, I will say, manifestly is not very large. Does the Senator
from North Dakota desire that the rate shall go still lower?

Mr. GRONNA. I should like to see grindstones on the free
list. They are one of the articles used mainly by the farmers.
The farmer’s wheat and other produets are put on the free list,
so I do not see why he should be taxed on his grindstone. It is
true you have reduced the duty by eighty-eight one-hundredths of
1 per cent.

Mr. STONE. The Senator makes an appeal to me that rather
touches me; I will not say it is wholly convineing. However, I
do not know but he may be nearer right than wrong. It may
be that there ought to be a greater reduction on this article.

Mr. GRONNA. I will wait to hear the Senator from Missouri
give some reason why there should be a duty of $1.50 on grind-
stones., Under the present law the duty of $1.75 per ton must
be prohibitive, for there have been no importations of any con-
siderable amount.

Mr., STONE. They have not been very large.

Mr. GRONNA. The duty assessed on the farmers I can not
figure out from the amount of importations, but the amount the
farmer will be taxed upon the quantity imported is insignificant,
only about $7,500; but multiply that by 9, and it amounts to
quite a considerable sum. I will let the item go by, because I
do not care to delay the passage of this bill; but on lime, which
is a product which is mainly used by the farmer—and lime is
the poor man’s cement—you tax him $7,500,000 a year. Is that
to compensate him for putting his agricultural products on the
free list?

Mr. STONE. We will go back to lime in a few moments. I
suggest that we might dispose of grindstones at present.

Mr. GRONNA. Very well.

Mr. STONE. What does the Senator from North Dakota
wish with reference to it?

Mr. GRONNA. I wish grindstones to be put on the free list.
They are a necessity, viewing the matter from the farmers'
standpoint. The smallest farm in the country could not get
along without a grindstone.

Mr. STONE. It might be well to put grindstones on the free
list or to reduce the duty on them; I do not know. If the Sen-
ator wishes to have that paragraph passed over, I have no
objection, and the committee will consider it.

Mr. GALLINGER. Would the Senator from North Dakota
[Mr. GroxxA] or the Senator from Missouri [Mr. StoNE] kindly
inform some of us who are in an inquiring frame of mind this
afternoon just what effect this will have upon the American
manufacturers? It would be interesting for us to know. Is it
desirable that the farmer should get a grindstone at a very
cheap rate and put out of business the manufacturers of grind-
gtones in this country?

Mr. GRONNA., Well, Mr. President——

Mr. GALLINGER. That is what we pretty nearly did for
another industry a moment ago.

Mr. GRONNA. I admit, Mr. President, that T voted for it.

Mr. STONE. It is a very small matter one way or the other
in the amount involved either in the manufacture or in revenue.
If the Senator from North Dakota is insistent vpon passing over
the paragraph still further, I have no objection.

Mr. GRONNA. I should like to have it passed over; but be-
fore I take my seat, Mr. President, I wish to state, in reply to
what has just been said by the Senator from New Hampshire
[Mr. GarriNger], that it was simply for the purpose of giving
the farmer cheap tombstones that I voted for the paragraph as
it is found in the pending bill.

Mr. GALLINGER. Mr. President, if I could select the vic-
tims I might agree with the Senator from North Dakota.
[Laughter.]

Mr. GRONNA. I ask that the paragraph be passed over.

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the {enator from Missouri
yield to the Senator from New Jersey?

Mr. STONE. I do.

Mr. HUGHES. I presume the Senator from North Dakota is
interested in the small grindstones which are usually used upon
farms for sharpening agricultural implements. The same situa-
tion arises with reference to this item as would arise with ref-
erenge to many others. I presume the consumption of such
grindstones would be affected very slightly by anything that was

done with the rate as proposed to be levied here. The grind-
stones that are referred to here are very large stones, 20, 30, and
40 feet in diameter. Those are the stones that I understand are
largely imported into this country. They are used in file grind-
ing, in saw grinding, and in industries of that kind. It is
doubtful upon the particular grindstones in which the Senator
from North Dakota is interested if there would be any reduc-
tion as a result of placing grindstones generally upon the free
list, and we would lose the eleven or twelve thousand dollars
of revenue on the large grindstones which are annually im-
ported into this country for file makers and saw makers.

Mr. JAMES. But I will suggest to the Senator from New,
Jersey that the Senator from North Dakota made, to my mind,
a right good Democratic argument. He said that while the
amount of revenue collected would be $11,000, yet the farmers
of the country would have to pay nine times that much upon the
theory that the production of this country was nine times as
much as the importations, and that th_. manufacturers here add
the amount of the tariff to the cost price to the consumer, whiclhr
strikes me with considerable force.

Mr. HUGHES. I did not want to interject a political dis-
cussion.

Mr. STONE. The Senator from North Dakota asks to have
the paragraph passed over, and of course we will have it passed.

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. President, I am against throwing away
this revenue, and I wanted to state my position. A great
many of these small grindstones are made out of the large
grindstones that are worn down. There is a very large file
factory in my State.

Mr. SMOOT. The Senator from New Jersey does not claim
that the importations of grindstones are of small grindstones?

Mr. HUGHES. No; of large grindstones, That is what T
say. In the effort to give the farmers these small, insignifi-
cant grindstones free we are throwing away the revenue which
we should collect on the great big grindstones which are used
by the file and saw manufacturers of the country, out of tvhich |
the little grindstones are finally made when the big ones are
worn out. I am opposed to throwing away this $11,000 worth
of revenue, and I wanted to state my position. .

Mr. STONE. Well, Mr. President, the request of the Senator
from North Dakota [Mr. GronnNA] is that the paragraph go
over.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The paragraph will be passed
over at the reguest of the Senator from North Dakota [Mr,
GRONNA]L.

Mr. STONE. Mr. President, I should like to take up and
see if we can dispose of paragraph 75, relating to lime, which
was passed over at the request of the Senator from Washing-
ton [Mr. Jones]. He has stated that he has no objection to
taking up the paragraph now.

Mr. JONES. Mr. President, I offer an amendment to para-
graph 75.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment will be stated.

The Secrerary. On page 19, paragraph 75, line 6, it is pro-
posed to strike out all after the word “lime” and insert “ 17%
per cent ad valorem, including the value of the barrel or pack-
age: Provided, That if any adjoining country shall levy and
collect duties on importations of lime from the United States
under a rate less than 173 per cent ad valorem the President |
shall from time to time fix the rate on importations of lime from
such country at the rate charged by such country.” |

Mr. JONES. Mr. President, I do not understand just why,
the rate was fixed in the bill as it is. It could not be for the
purpose of raising revenue, because the estimate is that it will
produce less revenue than is produced under the existing law,
It can not be intended as a protective duty, becaunse it is very
materially reduced below the present law. The only effect of it
that I can see is to discriminate against our own lime manufac-
turers in favor of the lime manufacturers of Canada. I am
gsatisfied the committee did not intend any such diserimination ;
that it was not done purposely; but it seems to me that will be '
the inevitable result and the only effect of this rednction. !

The tariff under the present law is 5 cents a hundred pounds, |
including the barrel or package in which the lime is imported, |
That is the same as the duty imposed by the Wilson Ilaw. |
Aeccording to the handbook, reduced to an ad valorem equiva- |
lent, the duty under the Wilson law is 283 per cent; in 1905, 1
under the Dingley law, it was equivalent to an ad valorem
of 26.28 per cent; in 1910, under the Payne law, according to
the handbook, it was equivalent to an ad valorem of 11.23 per
cent; and in 1912 to 9.17 per cent.

I do not understand just how these figures have been ob- .
tained. In the handbook the average unit of value in 1806 is |
given at 17 cents and a fraction a hundred pounds; then in 1805
the unit value is given at 19 cents a hundred pounds. In 1910
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the unit value is given at 44 cents and a fraction per hundred
pounds, or more than double what it was in 1905; and in 1012
the unit value is given at 54} cents per hundred pounds, or
nearly three times what it was in 1905.

In the statement with reference to the production in this
country the handbook gives the total production as 3,467,523
tons, valued at $13,763,604. If you will figure it out on the
basis of a unit of 100 pounds, that will give a little less than 20
cents, or practically the same as the unit value for 1896 and
1005, or one-half of the unit value given here upon which the ad
valorem duty is computed.

Mr, STONI. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Washing-
ton yield to the Senator from Missouri?

Mr. JONES. Certainly.

Mr. STONE. BSo far as unit value is concerned, that is de-
termined by the value of the product per unit as it comes into
the customhouse from year to year. That often materially
varies from year to year. The variation may be due to one
cause or another, according to the product. It may be due, for
example, to a cornering of the product by manipulators, or it
may be due to shortage of the product in foreign countries and
a4 consequent enhancement of the value there. But the unit
value, as the Senator knows, of course, is computed on the
value at the place from which the importations come.

Mr. JONES. They would not import lime from a country
where it is valued at 44 cents a hundred pounds into a country
where they can only get less than 20 cents per hundred pounds
for it.

Mr. STONE. I will say to the Senator that for the year 1912,
to which the Senator refers, we imported 99,853 units of 100
pounds.

Mr., JONES. Nineteen hundred and ten is really the year to
which I am referring now. .

Mr. STONE. One hundred pounds is the unit. We imported
00.853 of these units that year, and the value was $54,450. It
is a simple process of division to ascertain the unit value on
that year's importations.

Mr. JONES. Oh, yes; that is true, but it seems to me that
the valuation there is wrong. I do not see where they get that

valuation, when the value of the production in this country is
only 20 cents a hundred pounds. «

Mr. STONE. I can not go beyond the appraisements upon
which the duties were paid on the importations.

Mr. JONES. I am merely calling attention to the sitnmation
with reference to the figures. I do not know, however, that the
point is very material with reference to the amendment which
I have offered.

Mr. STONE. I will eall the attention of the Senator to the
further fact that of lime we imported in 1912 $54,450 in value,
and exporfed $138,958 worth, or more than twice as much.

Mr. JAMES. Two and a half times as much.

Mr. STONE. The Senator from Kentucky says two and a
half times as much.

Mr. JONES. I make no question as to that.

Mr. STONE. In addition to that, the uses of lime are
numerous. Out of a tolal production of over $£13,000,000 worth
in this ecountry, we imported practically nothing; in other
words, wherever we imported $1 worth we made over $254
worth.

Mr. JONES. I understand that. I do not think the Senator
catches the point to which I was calling attention.

Mr. STONE. Now, $500,000 worth of this kind of lime was
used for fertilizing purposes. It is used for chemical purposes;
it is used for building purposes. The uses are very great.

Mr, JONES. Ob, I understand that.

Mr. STONE. I can see no logical reason why this practically
prohibitive duty should not be reduced, and I do not think the
reduction is greater than it should be.

Mr. JONES. Mr. President, the point to which I was calling
the attention of the committee is that while the unit of value of
the imports is given as 44 cents in 1910, according to the other
figures the value per unit in this country was only 20 cents, or
less than 20 cents, substantially the same as was shown for the
other years, from 1896 to 1905 there being a gradual increase.
That is, I could not understand why in 1910 the unit of value
was more than twice what it was in 1905, when the home value
was practically the same as it was in 1905.

1 do not know that that is very material with reference to the
point I want to make, however, in regard to the duty. It is
probably one of the discrepancies in the handbook.

Mr. SIMMONS. I should like to say to the Senator that I
assume there are practically no importations into this country,
except probably in that year of high-priced lime. There are a
great many of what we might call freak importations. We find

that to be the case all through the bill, There are cases where
there are a few importations, and when you begin to investigate
the matter it is found that it is some special quality that is not
produced in this country, or, at least, not produced in the section
of the country where it is imported.

Mr. JONES. That is a new characteristic.

Mr. SIMMONS. As a matter of fact, there is hardly any-
thing that varies so much in price in this country as lime,
In my section of the country we produce lime that sells for
from §3.75 to $4.50 a ton. We buy from other sections of the
country a lime for which we pay from $9 to $11 a ton. There
is a vast difference in the guality of lime, and the domestie
price is low. I believe 20 cents is about what the domestic
price in 1910 figures out. It is very low, because they took
all the limes, those of low quality and those of high quality,
and averaged them; and of course the low quality brings
down the price of the high quality. I assume that in that
yvear the importations were of the higher grade of lime.

Mr. JOXNES. Mr. President, the main point I want to pre-
sent with reference to this proposition is simply this: The
rate on lime going from this country into Canada is 174 per
cent on the lime and on the package. In other werds, we
can not put our lime into that territory except by paying a
duty of 17} per cent. You are going to permit them to put
their lime into this counfry at only 5 per cent, which can
have no other result than to favor the Canadian manufac-
turer and producer of lime.

I want to discuss this matter also from the standpoint of
the peculiar conditions out in our section of the country. We
have some lime manufacturing plants in our State, right along
the border. There are also large deposits of lime in British
Columbia. They have a great deal of Chinese labor over
there that is paid about $1.75 per day, while the labor in this
country is paid $2.87 per day, on an average, for the same
kind of work. So they have a decided advantage in that
respect.

Then there is a difference in the price of wood, which is
largely used in the manufacture of lime. The Canadian pur-
chases his wood for from $1.40 to $1.65 a cord.

In this country the manufacturers of lime have to pay from
$2.50 to $3.25 per cord for their wood. So in that respect
they have a decided advantage. Why give them a further ad-
vantage by a reduction of the tariff? You will not get any
more revenue, According to your own estimates, you will get
less than you do under the present rate. According to your
own estimate of the nd valorem rate, it is now only nine and
seventeen one-hundredths per cent. That certainly is not high—
simply a revenue duty. Why reduce it, then, when you do
nothing more than simply give the advantage to the Canadian
manufacturer?

It seems to me that while this legislation ought to be for the
benefit of the American consumer and the American people,
it ought not to be framed in such a way—I do not say with
the purpose, but in such a way—as actually to discriminate
against our own people and in favor of the people of Canada.
This matter was argued very strongly the other day by the
Senator from Iowa [Mr. CommINs] with reference to gypsum
rock, and I am not going to repeat the arguments he then pre-
sented. They apply to this matter even more strongly than
they did in that instance.

The amendment I have proposed simply puts us upon an
equality with Canada. It simply proposes that we shall put an
ad valorem duty of 173 per cent upon the lime and the package,
with a proviso that if any couniry adjoining ours reduces its
rate below 174 per cent we can reduce our rate to the same
figure. It puts us upon an equality so far as the rate is con-
cerned.

In letters that I have from our people they say that all they
ask is that we shall place them upon an equality so that they
can compete with the Canadian on an equal rate of duty. They
do not ask anything else, although labor is higher in this coun-
try than it is in Canada, and although wood and material of
that kind are higher in this country than in Canada.

Mr. JAMES. Mr. President, will the Senator yield for a
moment ?

Mr. JONES. Yes.

Mr. JAMES. The statement that labor is higher in this coun-
try than in Canada is not borne out by the report of the inves-
tigating committee, of which Mr. MaxN was the chairman,
when they were making an investigation on regard to pulp and
timber. They reported that in the lumber manufacturing in-
dustry the wages were higher, if anything, in Canada than in
the United States.

Mr. JONES. Of course. the Senator knows there was a
great difference of opinion and also a great difference in the
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facts in reference to the different localities. I am not talking
about the general condition of labor in Canada. I am talking
about the labor in the lime mills bordering on the State of
Washington. When I talk about that, I talk about a matter
that I know sgomething about. I know that they do employ a
great deal of Chinese labor in Canada and that they do not
employ Chinese labor in our country, and that the Chinese labor
there gets less wages than the American labor in this country.

Mr. JAMES. I suppose the Senator might find certain parts
of the United States where they pay a higher wage in one State
for the same kind of labor than they pay in another part.

Mr. JONES, Obh, certainly.

Mr. JAMES. I take it that Canada does not differ much
from our own country in that respect.

Mr. JONES. But yon will find it to be true that wherever
Chinese labor is employed it is cheaper than American labor.

Mr. JAMES. What really good reason can the Senator give
the Senate for reducing the tariff duty on an article where our
exports are two and a half times as great as our imports? In
other words, what fear of importations need American manu-
facturers have when they now export two and a half times as
much as is imported here? When the importer has to stand
the duty of 6 per cent, which we leave in the bill, what fear of
importations need there be when we are now going into his own
market and paying the freight rate in order to get there?

Mr. JONES. I want to say to the Senator from Kentucky
that the Senator from North Carolina suggested one answer
to that question, and that is that the tariff does not at all
affect the matter in the interior, but it does affect it along
the border line. Youn might take off the tariff and it would not
affect it in North Carolina or in the interior. You might raise
it 100 per cent and it would not affect it one way or the other,
but it does affect it along the border. That is the condition I
have in mind, and that is the condition that I think we ought
to try to meet, if it does not injuriously affect the other sec-
tions of the country. I would not ask a duty be placed upon
an artiele that my State produces simply for local benefit if
it was an injury to all other parts of the country. I would not
do that at all.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr, President—

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Washington
yield to the Senator from Nebraska?

Mr. JONES. Certainly.

Mr, NORRIS. What the Senator from Washington is say-
ing appeals to me quite strongly, but it ‘seems to me his amend-
ment goes too far. The amendment, as I heard it read, increases
the duty to 174 per cent, does it not?

Mr. JONES. It does.

Mr. NORRIS. If the Senator is only trying to equalize con-
ditions along the border, would he not accomplish that better
by leaving the duty as it is, and adding the other part of the
amendment? That would make the duty against Canada the
same as Canada imposes against us.

Mr. JONES. That is what my amendment does.

Mr. NORRIS. But the Senator's amendment, as I under-
stand, goes further, and under it lime imported from any other
couniry would have to pay 17} per cent.

Mr, JONES. No; it says “ adjoining countries.”

Mr. NORRIS. It applies only to adjoining countries?

Mr. JONES. It applies only fo adjoining countries.

Mr, NORRIS. It struck me that the Senator’s amendment
ought to contain only the reciprocal clause—

Mr. JONES. That is what is intended.

Mr, NORRIS. And let the duty remain as it is in the bill.

Mr. JONES. Of course if the duty is left as it is in the bill,
it allows the discrimination to continue. I will say frankly that
I have in mind the situation in Canada. They charge us 174
per cent duty on lime and the package. That is what I put in
my amendment, with a proviso that if they reduce their tariff
the Presgident is authorized to fix our tariff at the amount they
fix. If they put lime on the free list, he is authorized to put
it on the free list.

Mr. NORRIS. Suppose the Senator’s amendment were
adopted, and lime were imported from some country that was
not an adjoining country?

Mr. JONES. My amendment expressly says “adjoining
country.”

Mr. E\‘ORRIS. I think the Senator’s amendment strikes out
“lime."

Mr, JONES. Yes.

Mr. NORRIS. And, as I remember, it strikes out everything
after *lime.”

Mr, JONES. Tt does. I suppose that would put lime from
other countries into the basket clause, if there is a basket
clause. I had not thought about that.

Mr. SIMMONS. Does not the Senator think that if his
amendment were to be confined to adjoining ecountries we
would eome in conflict with the treaties we have with all the
other countries of the world?

Mr. JONES. I hardly think so.

Mr. SIMMONS. I think very clearly we would. I want to
suggest to the Senator that I rather think there is no reason
why this product should not be on the free list, so far as I ean
see. The truth is, as the Senator states, that it is largely a
border proposition. There will be, at some point of the border
on our side, the limestone out of which this product is made.
There will be no limestone on the other side of the international
line. At another point there will be one of these deposits on
the other side of the line, and none on our side. I take it that
importations from Canada are made only where there is a
deposit on the other side that is nearer to a community on this
side than any domestic deposit. In that case, lime would be
imported into this country. We imported from Canada last
year only $34,000 worth of this material. The balance of the
Empol("ts came from elsewhere. Only $34,000 worth came from

anada.

Mr. JONES. That is more than half of the total imports,
according to your figures.

Mr., SIMMONS. Yes; 20 per cent came from Germany.
If there is a deposit across the line on the Canadian side
near some American community, but there is no American de-
posit for a considerable distance, it i8 very much to the ad-
vantage of the Americans to buy from the Canadians in that
case, on account of the freights. It is well known that this is
not only a bulky product, but it is a dangerous product; and
the danger of transportation, growing out of the combustibility
of the product, adds very much to the freight transportation
charge. By reducing the duty, or putting the material on the
free list, we save American communities the remission of the
duty or the reduction of the duty, as the case may be.

Mr. JONES. I suppose there is not a State in the Union
that does not produce lime. I do not know of one, although
there may be some particular locality along the border. But
you do not provide any way by which we can get into the
Canadian locality, where they have no lime.

Mr, SIMMONS. There is hardly a State in the Union where
they do not produce lime 6f some kind; but they do not pro-
duce all kinds of lime.

AMr. JONES. I am not splitting hairs on this matter at all.

Mr. SIMMONS. In the Senator’. State the price of lime is
somewhere near $8 a ton. In my State the priee is only about
$4 a ton. You produce one quality in your State and we pro-
duce another quality in our State. While your State may pro-
duce one quality of lime, it may not produce another guality
that your people desire and must have. In that event it will be
better to buy it from Canada than to have it shipped from some
far-distant point in this country.

Mr. JONES. We produce lime in our State at $2 a ton, so
that the figure of §8 a ton does not apply to us at all.

Mr. SIMMONS. That is the average.

Mr. JONES. I am simply discussing the general condition
there. .I should like to see some method by which we could put
our people, in a general way, on an equality with the people of
Canada.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Washing-
ton yield to the Senator from South Dakota?

Mr. JONES. Certainly.

Mr. CRAWFORD. 1 think there is some force in the Sena-
tor's claim; but it seems to me it would be better to pass this
item now, and make a draft of the amendment which would
confine it to the situation deseribed by the Senator, and remove
from it any question of its having a general applcation.

Mr. JONES. I should be perfectly willing to let it go in that
way. An amendment was offered the other day using very
much this language, and no question of that kind was raised.
It had not occurred to me.

Mr. NORRIS. If the Senator will permit me. I think if he
will take the amendment which was offered the other day by
the Senator from Iowa [Mr. Cuammins] he will find that it
does not follow the course that the Senator from Washington is
now pursuing. As I remember, however, if he will take the
latter part of the amendment offered by the Senator from Iowa,
and offer it as an amendment at the end of this line of the bill,
he will then do all he wants to do, and reach the sitnation te
which T have called the Senator's attention.

Mr. JONES. Would that meet the 173 per cent duty im-
posed by Canada?
Mr. NORRIS. It would mean that any country imposing

against us a duty greater than that levied in the bill would
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meet the same kind of a duty when it came to export lime into
this country. 1 think it would fully meet the situation.

Mr. CUMMINS. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Washing-
ton yield to the Senator from Iowa?

Mr. JONES. Certainly. }

Mr., CUMMINS. I think the Senator from Nebraska is in
error about that. The amendment that I offered applied only
to the duties between adjoining countries. It did provide that
Canida could not come in here on any better terms than Can-
ada permitted us to go there. That was the substance of the
amendment.

I agree with the Senator from Nebraska, however, that it
would be better if theré were no attempt to change the duty
provided in this bill. If the Senator provides that the duty
shall in no event be less than Canada charges us, he will ac-
compligh his entire purpose.

Mr. JONES. Oh, certainly. I can not see how that really
makes any difference, however, because the rate is 174 per
cent now. In other words, the provision of the Senator from
Jowa would raise the rate.

Mr. NORRIS. Will the Senator from Jowa tell me on what
day he offered his amendment so that I may leok it up in the
RECoRD?

Mr. CUMMINS, I have forgotten the day, Mr. President. I
do not remember.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary has it.

Mr. CUMMINS. I ask that the Secretary may read it.

The SecrerTARY. The amendment was offered on July 28, and
appears in the ItEcorp at page 3131, as follows:

Provided, That the duties levied and collected upon the commodities
covered by this paragraph shall in no event be less than the duties
ievied and colleeted by any adjeining country upom the importation of
sald commodities Into such adjoining country from the United States.

Mr. JONES. I think that will cover the situation. The
only difference is I propose to put into the bill exactly the
rate Canada charges without raising it in an indirect way.

Mr. NORRIS. But the Senator must see, it seems to me, that
puiting that rate in as applied to other countries—

Mr. JONES. It applies only to adjoining countries.

Mr. NORRIS. He strikes out of the bill, however, the duty
gvldeﬂ; and it would, at least, throw lime into the basket

use,

Mr. JONES. That might be true.

Mr. STONE. If the Senator from Washington is satisfied
to have his amendment read by the Secretary substituted for
the one he has offered, let us have a vote on that.

Mr. JONES. I would be satisfied to have that done, but there
is some further t that I svant to present.

Mr. STONE. The Senator is not through?

Mr. JONES. I am not through. I will state that I suppose
I would have been threugh long before this time but for the in-
terruptions, I will agk the Secretary, if he can do so, to fix up
the amendment and let it be read as a substitute direct.

Now, here is the situation in our State. The present tariff is
used to injure our industry in a way I know no man will ap-
prove of and no man will desire to encourage if it can be
avoided. I have here a letter from a very responsible man in
our State with reference to the competition of the Canadian
people in our own market, and T would like the atiention of
Senators to his statement :

This uoequal contest has enco d British Columbia real estate
schemers to g}}en u&!lme hixmperties a more or less primitive way,
and then, while lylng behind their 174 per cent wall of protection,
attack the American markets with the avowed purpese of forcing
American manafacturers to either subsidize them to remain out of our
markets or to buy them out entirely, in order to maintain a living
price for the preduct from their own kilns in their markets.

Now, notice what the writer of this letter says here:

Just now this exact condition is prevalling. A certain manufaetures
on the British Columbia side is centinually I%ping small quantities af
lime into our markets, both to Puget Sound and the Hawn Islands,

cutting the prices down to an upprofitable basis, and openly and de-
fianily saying to us * There is just one remedy for you—pay us a
sufficient subsidy or buy our plant at our figure as the price of peace
in your own markets"

Mr. GALLINGER. Mr. President, if the Senator from Wash-
ington will yield to me I would be glad personally to have a
vole on this amendment if we could reach it in the near future,
but I think it is not probable. I will ask the Senator from
North Carolina if he thinks we have not put in a pretty good
day's work?

Mr. SIMMONS. I think our arrangement was that we shounld
adjourn at G o'clock. I wish to say before that is done, how-
ever——

Mr. STONE, Will the Senater frcm North Carolina allow
me?

Mr. SIMMONS. Certainly.

Mr. STONE. If the Senator from Washington is about
through, I should like to have a vote on his amendment.

Mr. JONES. It would take considerable time, and the Sen-
ator from Ohio [Mr. BueroN] has an amendment also to offer
to this same paragraph. So I suggest that it will probably
take 15 or 20 minutes or it may be balf an hour.

Mr. PENROSE. I should like to ask the chairman of the
Finance Committee whether he would not be willing to have
the metal schedule go over until Monday on account of the
absence of several Senators.

Mr. BURTON. I thought it was to go over until Tuesday.

Mr. PENROSE. Monday, I think, was the understanding.

Mr. SIMMONS. I am perfectly willing to let it go over until
Monday. We have conferred about it. The Senator from Penn-
sylvania said that he and Lis colleague and the Senator from
Massachusetts [Mr. LopGe] would be absent to-morrow. They
are interested in the metal schedule, and we were perfectly
willing, after conferring with the subcommittee, to let it go
over until Monday.

Mr. BURTON. I do not wish to insist at all for my personal
convenience, but I shall be absent on Monday, and I understood
the postponement was to be until Tuesday.

Mr. BRISTOW. Does that mean that the sugar schedule will
be taken up to-morrow?

Mr. SIMMONS. That would mean that Schedule D would be
taken up, and if that was finished we would get, then, to the
sugar schedule. D is the wood schedule.

Mr. BRISTOW. I should object to taking up the sugar
schedule to-morrow, because——

Mr. PENROSE. The wood schedule could come up. The Sen-
ator from Montana [Mr. Warsu] has indieated his intention of
addressing the Senate to-morrow, and we will have a full day, L
have no doubt.

Mr. SIMMONS. I suppose if we get through with Schedule D
we could go to some other schedule, if the Senator from Kansas
was not ready to take up the sugar schedule. I do not know
about postponing the metal schedule until Tuesday, unless the
Senator from Ohio has some special reason.

Mr. BURTON. I do not really wish to have it postponed to
that time unless it is entirely in aceordance with the conven-
ience of Members of the Senate. However, it was my under-
standing that the consideration of that schedule would be post-
poned until Tuesday morning.

Mr. PENROSE. That was a misunderstanding. My nnder-
standing was Monday.

Mr. SIMMONS. The understanding was that it would be
postponed until Monday. ]

Mr. BURTON. I have an amendment to propose to this para-
graph relating to lime, and I ask to have it printed in the
RRecorn. It was submitted on the 24th of April.

The amendment was ordered to be printed in the Becorp, and
it is as follows:

On page 18, at the end of line 11, change the ﬁrlod at the end of
the line to a semicolon and add the words: “ ed, That lime shall
be subject to a duty of 10 per cent ad valorem when imported directly
or indirectly from a country, dependency, or other subdivision of gov-
ernment which imposes a duty on lime imported from the United
States of 10 per cent or more ad valorem.”

Mr. BRANDEGEE. Mr. President, a parliamentary inguiry.
Was unanimous consent given that the metal schedule should go
over until Monday?

Mr. SIMMONS. I did not know that it required unanimous
consent. The committee indieated its purpose to let it go over
until Monday. ‘

Mr. BRANDEGEE. The committee will ask to have it passed
over until Monday ?

Mr. SIMMONS. Yes; and take np another schedule.

PANAMA-PACIFIC INTEENATIONAL EXPOSITION.

Mr. SIMMONS. From the Committee on Tinance I report
back favorably without amendment the bill (& 2433) providing
for the free importation of articles intended for foreign build-
ings and exhibits at the Panama-Pacific International Exposi-
tion, and for the protection of foreign exhibitors.

1 should like to have unanimous consent for the present con-
sideration of the bill, because it has been very much delayed.
Of course, I will not insist upon it if there is any objection.

Mr. GALLINGER. It proposes to let the articles come in
free?

Mr. SIMMONS. Yes. At the suggestion of the Senator from
Utah [Mr. Smoot] I will simply report the bill, and I will ask
unanimous consent to take it up to-morrow.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will be placed on the
calendar.
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EXECUTIVE SESSION.

Mr. BACON. I move that the Senate proceed to the consid-
eration of executive business,

The motion was agreed to, and the Senate proceeded to the
consideration of executive business, After six minutes spent in
executive session the doors were reopened, and (at 6 o’clock and
15 minutes p. m.) the Senate adjourned until to-morrow, Satur-
day, August 2, 1913, at 12 o'clock meridian,

NOMINATIONS.
Erxecutive nominations received by the Senale August 1, 1913.
PROMOTIONS IN THE NAVY.

Ensign Haroeld W. Boynton to be a lientenant (junior grade)
in the Navy from the 6th day of June, 1913.

Ensign Wiiliam B. Cothran to be a lieutenant (junior grade)
in the Navy from the 30th day of July, 1913.

The following-named assistant paymasters with rank of en-
sign to be assistant paymasters in the Navy with rank of lieu-
tenant (junior grade) from the 30th day of July, 1913:

George 8. Wood,

Ulrich R. Zivnuska,

Alonzo G. Hearne,

Hervey B. Ransdell,

Harold C. Shaw,

Henry R. Snyder,

Smith Hempstone,

Harry W. Rush, jr.,

Harold C. Gwynne, and

Robert W. Clark.

CONFIRMATIONS.
Ezrccutive nominations confirmed by the Senate August 1, 1913.
. COLLECTOR OF INTERNAL REVENUE,

Jack Walker to be collector of internal revenue for the dis-
triet of Arkansas.
PoSTMASTERS,
FLORIDA,

Thomas C. Fletcher, Lake Butler.
E. W. Irvine, Lake City.
1LLINOIS,
W. I. Clear, Mount Pulaski.
W. G. Cloyd, Bement,
J. E. Jontry, Chenoa.
Cleve B. Schroder, Vermont.
Myrtle E. Smith, Depue.
Philip H. Sopp, Belleville.
J. V. Sperry, La Harpe.
INDIANA.
Charles H. Ball, La Fayette.
M. E. Maloney, Aurora.
Michael Scanlon, Boswell.
KANSAS,
B. W. Hamar, Howard.

KENTUCKY.

8. F. King, Winchester.

LOUISIANA,
Lear Mary Hesser, Bonami.

MAINE.

Joseph E. Brooks, Biddeford.
Albert F. Donigan, Bingham.
Arthur L. Newton, Buckfield.

MISSISSIPPL.
B. F. Lott, Collins. -
John IRI. Meunier, Biloxi.
B. Y. Rhodes, West Point.

NEBRASKA.
John 8. Callan, Odell.
James W. Carson, Edgar.
Frank C. Cooney, Overton.
William T. Cropper, Sargent.
Charles P. Davis, Bladen.
Joseph J. Heelan, Mullen.
Isaac T. Merchant, Adams.
George W. Norris, Beaver Crossing.
C. F. Smith, Elwood.
C. R. Tweed, Bassett,

NORTIH CAROLINA.

J. T. Dick, Mebane.

OHIO.
D. . Akers, New Carlisle.
Charles Lee Burns, Andover,
Jacob Fraker, Sherwood.
Harry E. Marshall, Bergholz.
John W. Sanford, Clarington.
PORTO RICO.
Ramon A. Rivera, Arecibo.
SOUTH CAROLINA,
B. K. Arnold, Woodruff.
Nevitt Fant, Walhalla.
Richard W. Scott, Jonesville.

SOUTH DAKOTA.
F. A. Nutter, Alcester.
Frank Wall, Selby.

TEXAS.

Allie M. Erwin, Loraine.
Cora Dell Fowler, Lockney.
W. B. Junell, Camby.
. C. Matthews, Palestine.
Rufus W. Riddels, Electra.
Carrie E. Smith, Marble Falls.
N. E. Tucker, Mercedes.

WEST VIRGINIA.

Charles M. Brnnr']nn. Follanshee.
Charles M. Brown, Mount Hope.
0. C. Dawson, Janelew.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.
Frway, August 1, 1913,

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

The Chaplain, Rev. Henry N. Couden, D. D., offered the fol-
lowing prayer:

Take us, O God our heavenly Father, into the inner sanctuary,
the holy of holies, that we may renew our faith and confidence ;
be strengthened, purified, ennobled by the contact, and lifted
above the peity, the sordid self-seeking ambitions, destructive
to the larger life and possibilities which wait on the faithful;
that we may satisfy the longings of our better self, which makes
for righteousness in the soul, and speeds it on to victory under
the divine leadership of the Christ. Amen.

TIIE JOURNAL,

The Journal of the proceedings of Tuesday, July 29, 1913,
was read.

The SPEAKER.
be approved.

Mr, MANN. Mr. Speaker, the Journal recites that the mes-
sage of the President was ordered printed, “ with the accom-
panying documents.”

The SPEAKER. The words “with the accompanying docu-
ments "’ should be stricken out, because the Chair announced——

Mr. MANN. Was not that the message concerning the Fine
Arts Commission report on the Panama Canal?

The SPEAKER. Yes.

Mr. MANN. As I understood, the Speaker stated that the
accompanying documents were sent to the Senate. The Senate
ordered the message printed without the accompanying docu-
ments. I think myself it would be well, if the House could get
hold of the accompanying documents, to have them printed,
perhaps. I do not know whether we ean get them or not.

The SPEAKER. The Journal will be corrected in that re-
spect, because the Chair announced that there was a note
tacked onto the message stating that the documents had been
sent to the Senate,

Now, does the gentleman from 1llinois ask that the doen-
ments be printed?

Mr. MANN. If we have not possession of the documents, I
do not know that that would do any good.

The SPEAKER. I suppose that is correct, too, although we
are entitled to a copy of the documents if we want them. If
there be no objection, the Journal as correctéd will stand
approved. -

There was no objection.

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL TUESDAY NEXT.
Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent

that when the House adjourns to-day it adjourn to meet on
Tuesday next.

If there be no objection, the Journal will
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